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LONDON, JUNE 25, 1892. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE THINK we muy now report that the movement for inter- 
viewing candidates at the general election is an assured success. 
Not only has much work been already done, and, as the letter 
of our correspondent “ X. Y. Z.” ss with the best possible 
results, but the personal leadership. and statement of reasons, 
which have hitherto been lacking, have now been afforded. A 
circular in the following terms has been addressed to each of the 
provincial law societies :— 





AssociaTED Provincrat Law Soctreries. 
7, Albion-place, Leeds, June 20th, 1892. 
Dear Sir, 
Lanp TransFErR Bit. 
Pusiic Trustee Bit. 


I venture to suggest to your society that the present moment 
affords a favourable opportunity of impressing upon parlia- 
mentary candidates the opinion of solicitors upon the above Bills. 

As to the Land Transfer Bill, we are practically unanimous in 
saying— 

1. That registration of title in no form, possessory, limited, 
or absolute, should be made compulsory. 

2. That, whether compulsory or voluntary, the rules by which 
registration is to be worked out, and the scale of fees payable, 
should be disclosed before the assent of Parliament is asked to 
the measure. 

As to the Public Trustee Bill, we say— 

3. That, before a public department is created for the pur- 
pose of transacting business hitherto carried on by private 
agency, ground should be shewn for this interference ; that no 
evidence has been given, either of sufficient difficulty in obtain- 
ing private trustees, or of misconduct on the part of. an appreci- 
able number of such trustees, upon which to ground leghilation. 

4. That the administration of trusts by a public trustee will 
be more costly than the present system, and less elastic. The 
office must be made self-supporting, at the expense of the trust 
estates ; should it not be sufciently tronized, there will either 
be a loss to the public, or means will be taken by Government 
to compel business to come in. 

These objections, where they are not matters of principle, are 
irrespective of other details. It is not open to any one to say 
‘“‘T cannot give an opinion on these points until I see the Bills.” 

I am fully aware of the difficulty of concerted action, and also 
of the hesitation which solicitors will feel in putting forward 
matters which may appear to be of private concern, at a time 
when great public interests are at stake. With regard to the 
latter point, the objections above stated are of a purely public 
kind ; as to the former point, it is for the profession at large to 
decide whether it is worth while to do more than protest and 
suggest, and what form their action, should they decide to act, 
should take. Yours truly, THomas MARSHALL. 

The Hon. Sec. of the 
...... Society. 

Nothing could be better fitted to meet the case, and we have 
no doubt that the result will be to make the movement universal 
throughout the whole country. London solicitors (who, from the 
communications we receive, are apparently quite as much alive to 
the importance of the matter as their country brethren) cannot 
do better than adopt the reasons and mode of action indicated 
in the circular. 


eee ee eeeeene . 





THE APPOINTMENT of the new judge was not announced up to 
Thursday, but if current rumour is to be trusted (we have no 
other information) there is an idea of restoring Mr. Justice 


Vavenan Witu1ams to the Queen’s Bench Division, and ap- 
pointing a well-known member of the chancery bar in his place 
as the judge in bankruptcy and winding up. We believe that 





the appointment indica 


would give general satisfaction. 
35 
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Str Epwarp Fry has, very characteristically, substituted for 
the customary leave taking in open court, which occupies public 
time and is sometimes the merest formality, a reception in Lin- 
coln’s-inn Hall on Saturday afternoon of “all members of the 
bar who will do him the honour to take leave of him.” We 
imagine that this gracefully expressed invitation will be very 
largely responded to; and we trust that the example will be 
followed on future occasions of a similar nature. 





A LEGAL CONTEMPORARY, who does not admire Mr. Justice 
Baryes, refers to our description of him as “ neither politician, 
nor orator, nor writer, nor society man, nor sportsman, nor 
philanthropist, nor agitator,” and remarks: ‘It is difficult to 
understand this catalogue of negations. Are they supposed to 
qualify or disqualify a lawyer for the bench?” We may, per- 
haps, be permitted to say that we cannot help our contem- 
porary’s difficulty of apprehension, but it appears to us that it 
may be due to his omitting to observe the affirmative sentences 
which immediately precede and follow the words quoted. We 
believe it is one of the new judge’s merits that he quotes 
correctly and fairly. And now we will respond by an interro- 
gatory on our contemporary’s remarks on the new judge. What 
is meant by saying that he is “ limited and narrow in character ?” 
It is difficult to understand precisely what an extensive and wide 
character can be. Is it possible that by the above words our 
esteemed contemporary meant exactly what was expressed by 
the observations he finds it so hard to comprehend ? 


Some TIME AGO we remarked, with reference to the three 
vacancies on the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, 
caused by death and retirement, that ‘‘the vacancies are West- 
end vacancies, and we believe that there is some sort of under- 
standing that West-end vacancies are to be filled by West-end 
men and City vacancies by City men.” A correspondent, whose 
letter we print elsewhere, points out that this understanding has 
not been observed in recent elections. Mr. H. H. Fowzer, 
of the City, succeeded Mr. Hvussry, of Lincoln’s-inn, and Sir | 
Ausgrt Rout, of the City, succeeded Mr. Crason, of West- 
minater. The “understanding” in any case is not very defen- 
sible. The real test ought to be, not having offices East or 





West of Temple Bar, but fitness for the position, including (we 
may add) willingness to work, and some amount of zeal in| 
the interests of solicitors. 


Tue Covxcit of Judges have devoted two days and half of a | 
third to the discussion oi the 101 resolutions put before them by | 
the committee, with the result, apparently, that the greater part 
have been adopted, and will form the basis of rules to be framed 
by the Rule Committee. At present only a few of the contem- | 
plated changes have been divulged, but they are to involve | 
important changes of procedure, both on the common law and | 
the equity sides, including the institution in all actions of a 
summons to settle the issues, and the abolition of pleadings at | 
common law unless permitted by special order. Considerable | 
alterations are to be made in regard to taxation, and a successful 
litigant is to be indemnified against the expense to which he has 
been put more completely than the present system of party and 
party coste allows. This will introduce a reform which has long 

needed, and the early settlement of the real points at issue 
between the parties will tend to shorten litigation, especially if | 
followed by a speedy trial. But the profession will watch with 
some interest to see how much of the present practice remains in 
force when such of the resolutions as have passed the council 
have been incorporated into it. 


Tux neroxt of the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society, just issued, is satisfactory in many ways, In the first 
place it records an increase of 720 members during the year, 
aud in the next place it records the results of careful and 
detailed examination by the council of, and suggestions made by 
them with regard to, the numerous measures affecting the law 
or the administration of justice which have been brought for- | 








ward during the year. As to the Small Holdings Bill, we regret 
to learn that the efforts of the council to obtain the removal of 
the clauses smuggled into the measure by the Land Registry 
have proved ineffectual. The scheme, it now appears, is for the 
county council to do all the work of ascertaining the title of any 
new owner of allotments and to furnish copies to the Land Regis- 
try Office in London. What possible benefit this can be to the 
allotment-owners or the public it is impossible to conceive. But 
the best part of the report is that relating to the extension of 
officialism by the creation of Government monopoly in the 
management of private business. The council pledge them- 
selves to ‘‘continue to make every effort in their power, and to 
invite the co-operation of all persons taking an interest in the 
subject, to oppose what they regard as a public evil as well as 
an injustice to professional men.” And they add that they 
“think that it more than ever behoves them and the members 
of the society, whenever and wherever possible, to oppose the further 
extension of such officialism.” There is something in Hamlet 
about suiting the action to the word which inevitably occurs to 
one on reading this declaration. There never will be a better 
time than the present for opposing the further extension of 
officialism. 





WE print elsewhere a letter from an esteemed correspondent 
who, while by no means sharing Mr. Laxr’s liking for a volun- 
tary Land Transfer Bill and a Public Trustee Bill, at present 
adheres to his views as to the action of the profession. The 
letter affords a good opportunity for removing some misappre- 
hensions as to the movement for interviewing candidates. Our 
correspondent, like Mr. Lake, seems to suppose that the inten- 
tion is to ‘“‘ worry” candidates, and to make a public demon- 


| stration. Nothing can be further from the intention. Whai is 


meant is the course stated in the letter of “X. Y. Z.” A 
private interview with the candidate should be requested on 
behalf of solicitors or the local law society, and at that inter- 
view three or four solicitors should attend and state in quiet 
conversation the views of the profession, and inquire whether, 


|if elected, the candidate will vote against measures tending 


towards the spread of officialism. No public reference will be 
made to the matter either by the candidate or by the solicitors. 
Again, our correspondent urges that solicitors are only a small 
proportion of each constituency. This may be so in some cases, 
but are they the least influential portion of the constituency ? 
Are they not usually among the most prominent and active sup- 


| porters of one side or the other in every constituency? We can 
| safely guarantee our correspondent against any candidate at- 


tempting to defy the solicitors; what a member might do, 
upon an application by solicitors after his election, is quite 
another matter. The truth is that our correspondent knocks 
down all the reasons he alleges in favour of the alternative 
view he advocates. He wants solicitors to postpone action until 
measures are introduced, and then to ask for private interviews 
with their members. But if solicitors are such a small propor- 
tion of a constituency, and have so little influence, how can he 
suppose that a member, secure in his seat for several years, 
will pay any regard to their representatione? With a candidate 
the state of things is entirely different. And, lastly, we think 
it desirable to point out, once for all, that the movement has 
not the smallest party aspect. It has always been urged 
that the candidates on both sides should be interviewed, 
if practicable by solicitors of their own views in politics. 
There is nothing to choose between the two great parties in the 
matter. Whatever the Government may be which is in office 
after the general election, it is absolutely certain that, if steps 
are not now taken, a Land Transfer Bill and a Public Trustee 
Bill will be introduced; and then ‘‘Lancastrian” and Mr. 
Lake may find to their cost that it is too late to offer any 
effectual resistance. 


Tue case of Harris vy. Judge (40 W. R, 462, ante, p. 555), to 
which we referred on a previous occasion (ante, p. 534), decided, 
in the first place, that = once an action was remitted to the 
county court under section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
the jurisdiction of the High Court over the costs of the action 
ceased. As we pointed out at the time, the entire action in such 
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a case, including the power to deal with the costs incurred in 
the High Court up to the date of the order remitting the action, 
now passes to the county court, and the judge of the High 
Court, therefore, has no jurisdiction to make any order or give 
any certificate affecting the costs, or, for the matter of that, 
affecting the subject-matter of the action in any way. In the 
course of the hearing of that case in the Divisional Court and 
the Court of Appeal the arguments turned upon whether or not 
section 116 of the County Courts Act applied to an action 
remitted under section 65. The connection in which these argu- 
ments were used was in support of and against the contention 
that the words in section 65, “‘and the costs of the order 
(remitting) and all proceedings previously thereto shall be 
allowed according to the scale cf costs for the time being in use 
in the Supreme Court,” operated as a retention to the judge of 
the High Court of power to deal, under section 116 of the 
Act, with the costs incurred in the High Court prior to the order 
to remit. Mr. Justice Cmartes, in the Divisional Court, 
expressed the opinion that section 116 had ‘no application 
where the case had been taken out of the High Court” (40 
W. R., at p. 462), but this dictum is not in accordance with the 
judgment of Linpizy, L.J., in the Court of Appeal. It is 
important that this point should be kept free from doubt, 
because section 116 bears upon the costs of actions in a general 
way, and is not confined in its operation to the jurisdiction of 
the judge of the High Court to deal with costs. In order to 
keep the point clear it is necessary to draw a broad distinction 
between the provisions of section 116 as to what costs may or 
may not be allowed, and the saving clause it contains, giving a 
judge of the High Court discretionary power to override those 
provisions. The decision in Harris v. Judge was confined to the 
saving clause merely, and it was held that when once an action 
was remitted under section 65 that saving clause had no appli- 
cation, and the power it confers on a judge of the High Court 
ceased altogether as regards that action. 





THERE DOES NoT appear to be any doubt that section 116 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888, does apply to an action remitted to 
the county court under section 65, only the duty of applying its 
provisions falls on the county court judge, and not on a judge 
of the High Court. In a case of Armitage v. Fison (ante, p. 
506) the Divisional Court (Day and Cartes, JJ.) decided that 
the general provision in section 116, to the effect that, in any 
action brought in the Iligh Court which could have been com- 
menced in a county court, no costs should be allowed if the 
plaintiff recovered less than £20 (contract), applied to a remitted 
action. The court was called upon in a remitted action to 
reconcile this general provision with the provision in section 65 
to the effect that when an action is remitted thereunder the 
costs of the action prior to the remission shall be allowed 
according to the scale of costs in force in the Supreme Court. 
The plaintiff recovered £17 4s. 10d. (contract), and the regis- 
trar of the Ipswich County Court refused to allow any costs of 
the proceedings in the High Court, and it was held that he was 
right, because the action was “brought in the High Court,” 
and was therefore subject to the provisions of section 116 of the 
County Courts Act so far as the proceedings in the High Court 
were concerned. We are bound to admit that there is some 
difficulty in reconciling these two decisions of Armstrong v. 
Ison and Harris v. Judge (supra) with one another. The ratio 
decidendi in the latter caso was that the words of section 65, 
‘and the action and all proceedings therein shall be tried and 
taken in such court (county court) as if the action had been origi- 
nally commenced therein,” took the case entirely out of the ken of 
the High Court, notwithstanding the provisions of section 116. 
This is comprehensible enough. But if the words we have 
italicized are held to be thus absolute in their meaning, how | 
can the action still *be regarded as an “action brought in the 
High Court ’’ within the terms of section 116, as the same court 
held in Armstrong v. Hison? Tlowever, the last-named section 
is a most clumsy piece of draftsmanship. The judges have 
frequently complained of its defects, and in the two cases named 
they have doubtless made it fit in with section 65 in the best 
way open to them. The general provisions as to costs are to be 


‘Tn a remitted action,” said Lord Justice Liypiey in Harris v. 
Judge, “the rules contained in section 116 must, in my opinion, 
be applied by the judge of the county court to which the action 
has been remitted, and not by a judge of the High Court out 
of which the action has been removed.” 





Ox Wepyespay, in Re W. Laxon & Co. (reported elsewhere), 
the Court of Appeal held (affirming a decision of Mr. Justice 
Vaucuan WILLIAMS) that the power of transfer from one court 
to another, given by section 3 (1) of the Companies ( Winding- 
up) Act, 1890, enables a judge of the High Court to transfer a 
winding-up petition from a county court to the High Court 
before a winding-up order has been made. Section 3 provides, 
by sub-section (1), that ‘‘ the winding up of a company or any 
proceedings therein may at any time and at any stage, and either 
with or without application from any of the parties thereto, be 
transferred from one court to another court.” And, by sub- 
section (2), “the powers of transfer given by the foregoing 
provisions of this section may, subject to and ia accordance with 
general rules, be exercised by the Lord Chancellor, or by any 
judge of the High Court having jurisdiction under this Act, or, 
as regards any case within the jurisdiction of any other court, 
by the judge of that court.” “By rule 8 of the Companies 
Winding-up Rules, 1890, “a judge of the High Court to 
whom the exercise of the jurisdiction to wind up companies is 
assigned may at any time, for good cause shewn, order the pro- 
ceedings in any court other than the High Court to be trans- 
ferred to the High Court, or any proceedings in the High Court 
to be transferred from the High Court to any other court.” In 
the present case a petition to wind up the company was pre- 
sented by a creditor in the proper county court. Before the 
petition had been heard the petitioner applied for a transfer to 
the High Court, the ground of the application being this: The 
company had been registered with limited liability, and the cer- 
tificate of registration was given by the registrar in the ordinary 
way. But it afterwards appeared that two of the subscribers 
of the memorandum of association were infants, and the peti- 
tioner desired to raise the point that this circumstance rendered 
the registration invalid, and that, consequently, the liability of 
the shareholders was unlimited. This was a matter of import- 
ance, because the shares had already been paid up in full, and 
the only mode of obtaining assets for the payment of the credi- 
tors was by means of further calls upon the shareholders. Mr. 
Justice Vavenan Wititams made an order for the transfer of 
the petition to the High Court, being of opinion that he had 
jurisdiction to do so, and that “good cause” had been shewn. The 
Court of Appeal agreed with him upon both points. They felt 
no doubt as to the jurisdiction, and they thought that, under the 
peculiar circumstances of the case, ample cause had been shewn 
for the transfer of the petition from the county court to the 
High Court. We believe that this is the first occasion on which 
this point of jurisdiction has arisen. 





ConsIDERABLE INTEREST has been aroused in legal and indus- 
trial circles by the formation of a Patent: Law Reform Associa- 
tion. The objects of this body are stated to be these: ‘‘(1) To 
bring justice to inventors, benefit to the public, and increased 
prosperity to our mercantile industries by — our patent 
laws with those of America; (2) to take the renewal of patents 
out of the hands of the Privy Council and transfer it to the 
President of the Board of Trade, for a nominal fee, or to a jury; 
(3) to prevent the voiding of patents before they have been 
properly developed, a matter which, under the present law, fre- 
quently occurs, and by which valuable inventions are lost to the 
yublic ; (4) to facilitate the development of inventions, with a 
air division of profits between inventors, capitalists, and the 
general public; (5) to ascertain what has become of the 
£2,000,000 of accumulated surplus from patent fees mentioned 
by Mr, Anpersoy, M.P., in 1883, and now probably much in 
excess of that amount. Further, to ascertain why it has been 
diverted from promoting tho interests of the inventor and not 
applied to the building of suitable offices, maintaining the index 
of abridged specifications up to date, and reducing the unneces- 





applied to remitted actions by the judge of the couuty court, 


sary heavy taxation of inventors, and to recover the same for 
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such purposes.’’ Upon these proposals we desire, in all charity, 
and with some measure of sympathy, to offer the following 
criticisms. There is much to be said in favour of allow- 
ing applicants for letters patent to obtain at their option 
from. the Patent Office a preliminary report upon the 
novelty of their inventions; a reorganization of the Patent 
Office after the American model is undoubtedly desirable; 
and a still further reduction of the renewal fees is admitted 
on all hands to be necessary. An English patent is of 
no greater value, and ought not to be more costly, muta‘is 
mutandis, than a French certificate of registration. On the other 
hand, it must not be forgotten that, if the American régime were 
imported into England, many of the trumpery inventions which 
now enjoy the protection of the patent law would be promptly 
rejected by the examiners, and it is fair to observe that all 
Americans do not regard preliminary examination with the 
profound veneration wherewith the Patent Law Reform Associ- 
ation worships it—from a distance. Again, the proposal to 
transfer the jurisdiction of the Privy Council as regards pro- 
longatious to the Board of Trade or to a jury will not enlist the 
support of anyone who is acquainted either with the jealousy 
with which business men look upon the jurisdiction of the Board 
of Trade in trade-mark appeals, or with the eagerness that 
inventors display to have their cases removed from the arbitra- 
ment of the constitutional tribunal. Finally, there is not, and 
has never been, any obligation upon the Government to apply 
the surplus of the patent tax in “ promoting the interests of the 
inventor,” and the proposal of the association to trace the ap- 
plication of this fund will repel from its ranks moderate men 
of all shades of political opinion. 








Waar Mr. Justice Currry, and the Court of Appeal No. 2, | 
which adopted his language, called a bold and ingenious 
attempt to turn the tables upon a local board and to make them | 
responsible for a series of misdoings of the plaintiff's, was | 
recently made in the case of Meader v. West Cowes Local Board, | 
which we report elsewhere. The question for decision was, 
Is a cesspool a sewer, or a work belonging to a sewer, 
within the meaning of the Public Health Act, 1875, so as to be 


vested in and be liable to be kept clean by the local authority ? | ; , 
| ITornidge v. Wilson (11 A. & E. 645) Parrison, J., said (at p. 
| 652) that the case as reported was unintelligible, and in J/op- 


The misdoings of the plaintiff, on which the court disapprovingly 
commented, arose in this way. The plaintiff had, some eight 


years ago, built five pairs of houses or cottages, which he drained , ties ; 
| that the only way in which it could be sustained was by sup- 


into a line of six inch pipes which ran into a cesspool; so far 
he was upon his own land: from the other side of the cess- 
pool he constructed a further line of pipes to carry off the 
surface sewage matter, which line of pipes, after passing for 


some distance still over his own land, then entered upon and | 


terminated in the land of a neighbour who had given neither 
leave nor licence for their construction on his land, discharging 
themselves into the mouth of the river Medina. The neighbour 
who had been thus encroached upon cut off the pipes, thereby 


causing the sewage matter to flow back, and thus create a nuisance. | 


The Local Board of West Cowes, in whose district the matter 


lay, called on the plaintiff to abate the nuisance by cleansing | 


the sewer; whereupon the plaintiff charged the board with being 
responsible for the nuisance, alleging that the cesspool was vested 
in them as being a sewer or a work belonging to a sewer, and 
as such was to be kept clear by them, and he brought an action 
for an injunction against the board to restrain them from creat- 
ing a nuisance. Then the question arose, Is a cesspool a 
“sewer”? Both Currry, J., and the Court of Appeal said it was 


not, though Lixniry, LJ., thought it might possibly be a 
“work belonging thereto,” but that in the present case the facts 


shewed it was not. 


At the Bow-strect Police Court on Thursday last Mr. Horace Avory | 


made application om behalf of Mr. Thor. J. Savage, solicitor, 57 and 5%, 
Ludgate-bill, 2 C., for « summons for libel against Mr. Henry William 
Viper, Henstridge House, Henstridge, Somersetehire. Mr. Avory raid 


the libA was contained in a printed circulr, dated the 14th of June, 1892, | 
aAdressed by the defendant to the solicitors of London, and entitled * Mr. | 


Viner’s itter to the wlicitors of London.’”’ Mr. Avory having read 
extracts from the document, Sir Jobn Wridge immediately granted the 
spplication for 2 summon: 


June 25, 1892. 


THE LIABILITY OF EXECUTORS IN RESPECT OF 
LEASEHOLD PROPERTY. 
II. 
Te cases which have been cited shew it to be clearly established 
that an executor is only chargeable personally as assignee of 
leasehold property of his testator when he has entered, but it still 
remains to consider the measure of his liability, and this varies 
according as he is sued in respect of rent or in respect of 
covenants in the lease other than that for the payment of rent. 

As to rent the rule is that the executor is only chargeable 
with the amount which he has made, or with due diligence 
might have made, out of the land, and, although it may be 
difficult to reconcile this with his position as assignee, yet it is in 
keeping with the reasoning which excuses him altogether from 
liability until entry. After he has entered personal liability is 
imposed upon him, not, however, because his title as assignee 
thereby becomes complete, for it is complete as soon as he has 
taken out probate, but because he is supposed now to be in 
receipt of the rents and profits, and it is really in respect of such 
receipt that he is charged: J/elier v. Casebert (1 Lev. 127). It 
naturally follows, therefore, that his liability ought to be 
restricted to the actual value of the land. 

That such is the correct principle was suggested by WINDHAM, 
J., in the case last cited (as reported in 1 Sid. 266), where he 
said that if an action was brought against an executor in the 
debet and detinet for a rent of £20, the land being worth only 
£10, the lessor should have a verdict for £10 a year and should 
have his remedy for the other £10 in the detinet only; and 
although the reporter adds to this a query, the dictum was 
approved in Rubery v. Stevens (4 B. & Ad. 241) and formed the 
basis of the decision in that case. There the plaintiff was a 
lessor suing in covenant for a rent of £26 a year. The executors 
pleaded that the term came to them only as executors, and that 
the premises were of less value than £26 a year, namely, of no 
value. At the trial the jury found that they were of the yearly 
value of £20, and it was held that this amount the plaintiff was 
entitled to recover. 

In the earlier case of Remnant v. Berridge (8 Taunt. 191) it 
seems to have been thought that the executors were not liable 
where the premises had been in fact unproductive, but in 


wood v. Whaley (6 C. B. 744) Cotrman, J., added (at p. 755) 


posing that the premises were really of no value. It is indeed 
immaterial that the executors have received no rent, or only part 
of the rent, if with due diligence they might have received more, 
and the rule in this form is settled by the two cases just cited 
and by Re Bowes, Strathmore v. Vane (36 W. R. 393, 37 Ch. D. 
128). 

In Llornidge v. Wilson (supra) premises were let for twenty- 
one years ata rent of £148 a year, with a covenant to repair. 
lor some time after the lessee’s death the rent continued to be 
paid out of rent received under an underlease, but subsequently 
the premises became untenantable for want of repair, though, 
| had they been repaired in accordance with the covenant, the 
full rent reserved by the lease could have been obtained. Under 
these circumstances, it was held that the administrator of the 
le-see could not discharge himself by pleading that he took as 
administrator, and that the premises were of less value than the 
rent. ‘' With respect to the value,” said Lord Denman, ©.J., in 
delivering the judgment of the court, ‘it is clear that an ad- 
ministrator who has fully administered, and is chargeable with 
no default or laches, may discharge himself frdm liability to a 
greater extent than the real value; but we think that the real 
| value, as against one who takes to the premises and accepts rent 
for them after the death of his intestate, must be taken to be 
that which the premises would have been worth but for his own 
act.” Consequently, since, in accordance with the rule to be 
| presently mentioned, the defendant was bound to put the 

wremises in repair, they were to be treated as worth, in his 
ong the full value of the rent. 

So in Jlopuwood vy. Whaley the defendant, an executor, was 
held liable for the rent which he might have obtained, The 
premises were let to his testator for 4 term of twenty-one years 
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at a rent of £90, and the testator resided in them until his 
death. Then the defendant entered and remained in occupation 
until the testator’s goods were sold, after which he attempted to 
let the premises at the rent reserved, but was unable to do so. 
Consequently he made no profit out of them, and on this ground 
he resisted the lessor’s claim against himself personally. It 
appeared, however, that the premises might readily have been 
let for £60 a year, and to this extent he was held liable. And 
again in Re Bowes (supra), where the whole matter was carefully 
considered, the above cases were followed, Nortn, J., stating it 
to be clear that the amount for which the executor was liable 
was to be arrived at, first, by considering what he had received, 
and, in addition to that, by considering what he might have got 
if reasonable diligence had been used. 

But there is no corresponding limitation of the executor’s 
liability upon a covenant to repair or any covenant in the lease 
other than that for payment of rent, and when he has once com- 
pleted his liability by entering he is personally bound to make 
good the loss due to any breach of which he has been guilty. 
This was recognized in Tilney v. Norris (1 Ld. Raymond, 553), 
where an action was brought against an administrator for a 
breach of covenant in his own time for not repairing the pre- 
mises, the case being compared to that of waste, for which it is 
settled that an executor is liable (2 Inst. 302), and a similar 
course was adopted in Zremeere v. Morison (1 Bing. N. C. 89). 
The reasoning in the latter case supports the suggestion made 
above, that in a claim for rent the executor is not really held 
liable as an assignee, but rather because after entering it is his 
duty to make what he can out of the premises and hand over 
the proceeds to the lessor. ‘‘ Rent,” said Tixpaut, C.J., “is 
received by an executor, not so much in the light of assets, as a 
profit of the land which is to be handed over to the landlord, in 
satisfaction or diminution of arrears that may be due.” 

The fact appears to be that the remedy against the executor 
in covenant was moulded so as to conform to the remedy in 
debt, and since, when the executor was sted in debt, there was 
no difficulty in restricting his liability to the real value of the 
land, a similar restriction was allowed also where the lessor sued 
for rent on the covenant. But where there has been a breach 
of a covenant to repair, not only is there no natural way of 
limiting the liability of the executor, but, on the contrary, as 
we have just seen, such liability is supported by the analogy of 
waste. The case, as was pointed out in Zremeere v. Morison, 
differs altogether from that of liability for rent, for whereas it 
is easy to say that the executor shall be bound to hand over to 
the landlord only such profits of the land as he might, but for 
his own default, have received, a covenant to repair may have 
to be complied with before any profits are received at all. It is 
not practicable, therefore, to restrict the executor’s liability to 
the amount of his receipts from the property, and he is liable in 
exactly the same manner as any other assignee. The decision 
of Zremeere v. Morison to this effect was recognized incidentally 
in Hornidge v. Wilson (supra), and was treated as a conclusive 
authority in Sleap v. Newman (12 C. B. N. 8S. 116). The prac- 
tical outcome of the matter is that executors should not enter 
on leasehold premises if, having regard to the covenants, the 
premises are of no value, while, if they enter, they should be 
careful to let them at the best rent that can reasonably be 
obtained, notwithstanding that this may be less than the rent 
reserved by the lease. 


CONCERNING PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS. 
II. 
Intxaat Pracrices, &c, 


In the present paper we pa to notice the chief points in the 
statutory and case law relating to illegal practices. The subject 
is so wide that only a superficial treatment of it here is possible. 
1. The distinctions between a corrupt and an illegal practice 
are these: (#) in the former, dishonesty of intention is an 
essential ingredient ; in the latter, the only thing that has to be 
ascertained is whether the act that the en forbids has been | 
committed (¢/, Barrow-in- Furness, 4 O'M, & H. 77), and the 
intention with which it was done is only relevant as bearing. 


upon an application for relief (vide infra) under sections 22 and 23 | 


of the Act of 1883 ; (4) the acts prohibited as corrupt practices 
were, for the most part, offences at common law; i prac-: 
tices were to all intents and created by the Act of, 
1883 ; (c) while a candidate’s election is avoided by any corrupt 
or illegal practice committed by himself or any of his ts, 
subject to the provisions for relief which will be noticed im- 
mediately, there are certain acts made illegal by the statute 
which only amount to, and entail the consequences of, illegal 
practices when committed by a candidate or his election agent or 
sub-agent. These are ille payments, employments, and 
hiring, with which we shall deal at the proper time. 

2. A candidate may be exonerated from the consequences of 
treating, undue influence, or any illegal practice committed by 
his agents if he can prove affirmatively fa) that the offence in 
question was not committed by or with the sanction or conniv- 
ance of himself or his election agent ; (4) that he and his election 
agent took all reasonable means for preventing the commission 
of corrupt and illegal practices at such election; (c) that the 
offence in question was of a trivial, unimportant, and limited 
character ; and (@) that in all other respects the election was free 
from any corrupt or illegal practice on the part of such candi- 
date and of his agents (Corrupt Practices Act, 1883, s. 22). This 
section applies where an election petition has been presented 
and tried, and the election court has found the candidate guilty 
by his agents of an offence, but has, at the same time, reported 
affirmatively in his favour on each of the four points above 
mentioned. Section 23 of the Act enables a candidate or an 
election agent or any other agent or person who has, “ from in- 
advertence or from accidental miscalculation or from some other 
reasonable cause of a like nature and inany case . . . not 
. . . from any want of good faith,” done ae which 
would otherwise amount to an illegal practice, employment, pay- 
ment, or hiring, to obtain exoneration from the consequences of 
such act, on application to the High Court or to an election 
court. This section is applicable even although no electioa 
petition is pending. 

3. The following are ipso facto ‘illegal practices”: ‘ Any 
payments or contracts for payment for the purpose of procuring 
or promoting the election of a candidate at an election (¢) on 
account of the conveyance of electors to or from the poll, whether 
for the hiring of horses or carriages or for railway fares or 
otherwise, or (6) to an elector for the use of any house, land, 
building, or premises for the exhibition of any address, bill, 
notice, or on account of such exhibition, or (¢) on account of any 
committee-room in excess of the number prescribed by the First 
Schedule to the Act of 1883 (section 7). 

4. The following illegal acts have, as regards a candidate, the 
penal results of “ ill practices” only when committed by a 
candidate or his election agent or sub-agent within the district 
(a) “illegal hiring ’—the letting or hiring for money and the 
lending, borrowing, employing, or using, even where no valu- 
able consideration is given, of any public stage or hackney 
carriage or horse or other animal kept or by the owner 
for the purpose of being let out on hire (it is hardly necessary to 
add that electors may lawfully hire herses or carriages for their 
own conveyance to and from the poll) (Act of 1883, s. 14, sub- 
sections 1-3), and the Act both provides for the conveyance of 
voters by sea, where this is indispensable (section 48), and 
does not prohibit the gratuitous loan of private carriages for 
election purposes); (6) the voting or ne vote at 
election of any prohibited (section 9 ; a list of s 

ersons cf. Leigh & Le Marchant’s Election Law, pp. 58, 59) ; 
Fy the wilfully false publication before or during an. election of 
a statement “~~ withdrawal of a — . such — for 
the purpose of promoting or uring the election of another 
one. (section 9, sbenion 2); (@) the omission of the 
name and address of the printer and publisher thereof from any 
bill, placard, or poster having reference to an election (section 
18; as to the meaning of the words “causing to be printed ” in 





this section ¢f. Bettesworth vy. Allingham, 1886, 16 Q. B, D. 44); 
(e) “illegal payments "—+¢y., the provision knowi of any 
money for any payment contrary to the provisions of the Act, or 
for any expenses incurred in excess of any maximum amount 


allowed by the Act, or for replacing any money ex ed in any 
such payment or expenses section 13); (/) “i employ- 
ment "—the engagement or employment for payment or promise 
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of payment of any person for the purpose of promoting or pro- 
curing the election of a candidate at any election—except in any 
of the capacities mentioned in the first or second parts of the 
First Schedule to the Act (section 17). 

6. A curious point as to the scope of section 17 of 
the Act of 1883 has recently been raised, and has been 
made the subject of a good deal of speculative discus- 
sion both in the press and in legal and political circles. 
That section provides as follows: ‘‘No person shall for the 
purpose of promoting or procuring the election of a candi- 
date at any election be engaged or employed for payment 
or promise of payment for any purpose or in any capacity what- 
ever,” except for any of the purposes or capacities mentioned in 
the schedule to the Act. On reference to the schedule we find 
that the classes of persons whose employment it legalizes are an 
election agent, a polling agent, a limited number of clerks and 
messengers, &c. Now, suppose that a declared candidate 
engages a private secretary ‘“‘for payment or promise of pay- 
ment” on the eve of an election, that the engagement in 
question is made with a view to, and is intended to terminate 
with, the electoral contest, and that the duties of the secretary 
are to prepare skeleton speeches and arguments for his principal 
and generally to “coach” him on public questions during the 
course of the election. Is this an “illegal employment ’”’ within 
the meaning of section 17 of the Act of 1883? There appears 
to be no direct authority upon the point, and no less than three 
opinions with reference to it have been expressed: (1) It is 
contended that the arrangement would be perfectly legal if 
made before the writ is issued or the dissolution has taken place. 
This argument, which turns upon section 63 and the Youghal 
(1 OM. & H. 291), Norwich (4 O'M. & H. 84), and 
Kennington (4 O'M. & H. 93) cases as to the definition of 
“‘ candidate,” is, however, a mere evasion of the difficulty. (2) 
The second view is that the employment in question would be 
undoubtedly ‘“‘illegal.” It is stated that the very point at issue 
has on several occasions been considered and decided in this way 
by those who were concerned in the legislation of 1883; and 
the words “‘any purpose or any capacity whatever” are 
certainly wide enough to cover the case. (3) The third, and as 
we venture to think, in spite of the deference due to such high 
authority, the correct, opinion is that section 17 does not apply 
to such a case at all. (a) There can be no doubt that a 
candidate would be entitled to purchase from a bookseller any 
amount of election literature with the simple view of preparing 
his mental armoury for an electoral contest. Can the statute 
have intended to prevent him from obtaining vird voce the assist- 
ance which he might with perfect propriety obtain from the Jitera 
scripta? Weare of course aware that the two cases are not 
absolutely ‘‘on all fours.”” The bookseller’s action would be 
for sold and delivered ; that of the private secretary for 
work and labour; but there is a sufficient analogy between 
them to negative the presumption that the Legislature can have 
intended to perpetrate such an absurdity as the opposite view 
seems to us to involve. (+) More perfect analogies, which we 
need not stay to elaborate, might readily be put. A single 
instance may suffice. Cannot a candidate employ a shorthand 
writer to take down and transcribe his speeches in extenso, 
before delivery? Such assistance might very well be calcu- 
lated to ‘‘ promote” his election, and yet there can surely be no 
question that it might be lawfully employed. (c) On the mere 
question of construction it seems probable that the section con- 
templates direct or indirect contact with voters as an essential 
ingredient in the employment which it renders illegal. 


REVIEWS. 
EXTERRITORIALITY. 
EXTERRITORIALITY. THE LAW RELATING TO CoNSULAR JURISDIC- 
TION AND TO RESIDENCE IN ORIENTAL Countries. By F. T, 
PiaGort, Barrister-at-Law. W. Clowes & Sons (Lim‘ted). 
To handle the thorny subject of exterritoriality in its purely legal 
aspects without either touching the debateable points as to the 
justification of consular jurisdiction in the East and the probable 
term of its continuance or undertaking a special review of the texts 
of the several treaties and Orders in Council which provide for the 
exterritorial action of the English courts, is a task of no common 
difficulty, and Mr. Piggott has accomplished it with conspicuous 
success. We commend this book to our readers with heartiness and 
confidence. It is a valuable monograph on a subject of great curiosity 
and public interest. Mr. Piggott is thoroughly conversant with his 
theme, and criticizes the decisions relating to it with freshness and 
vigour—although sometimes we venture to think in too polemical a 
style. Briefly stated, the plan of the work is as follows:—After a 
careful delimitation of the scope of his inquiry—viz., the study of 
Order in Council Jaw and the hearing of the general law upon the 
many independent points which arise under exterritorial jurisdiction, 
Mr. Piggott analyzes with considerable acuteness the fundamental 
principles governing jurisdiction, the doctrine of allegiance, the 
theory of exterritoriality, and the relation of (a) Parliament and ()) 
the courts of law to the Queen’s foreign jurisdiction. The most 
favoured nation treatment, the Foreign Jurisdiction Act, and the 
applied Acts are then considered. The general scheme of the Orders 
in Council and the principles underlying them are dealt with ; various 
forms of special exterritorial jurisdiction are discussed. Finally, the 
effects of foreign jurisdiction on a number of branches of municipal 
law and the abandonment of foreign jurisdiction are pissed in review. 
The appendix contains a complete list of the articles of the treaties 
now in force by which exterritorial privileges have been granted to 
British suojects. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 





On Wednesday Sir Charles Russell applied to the Court of Appeal for 


; ment of a case in which he and Mr. Finlay are the leading | 
counsel. [Sir Charles sits for Hackney ; Mr. Finlay for a place in Scot- | 


land, whither he is gone.] He applied, he said, not so much on his own 
behalf as on behalf of his learned friend, Mr. Finlay, who had gone toa 
remote of the country, and could not be back before the election was 
over. [Lord Esher: Then he would be able to return?] Possibly he 

i desire a few days to recover his spirits. But substantially, no 
doubt, he would then be able to return. Lord Esher.—Then let the case 
stand over until after the election is over. And we shall be prepared to 
make a similar order on application made on bebalf of any counsel in the 


CONCERNING AN APPROACHING EVENT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Mr. Lake’s letter almost makes one despair of the Counc’ of 
| the Law Society. When will they begin to see what others consider 
| so unquestionably evident—viz., that the only way of effectually 
| influencing legislation is through the franchise? Solicitors ought by 
| this time to appreciate what their own votes and those they can 
| influence are worth. 

I myself know of cases in which assurances more or less satisfactory 
| have been obtained from the candidates for three constituencies. In 


case who may be a candidate for Parliament—that is, that his case may | One case the candidate was approached in the name of about thirty 
stand over until after the election is over. 





But an application must be | solicitors having votes. 


What is particularly required is a concise statement of the case put 
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forward by solicitors for submission to the candidates, and the Law 
Society’s report on ‘‘ The Growth of Officialism” is so far the best 
for the purpose. 

The representations are best made quietly and firmly. In the cases 
mentioned no public reference has been made to the matter either by 
candidate or voter. : 

Let each solicitor stir himself, and not place too much reliance upon 
what the council will or can do in this matter. While waiting for 
their action the opportunity will be gone and the mischief done. 

June 22. xX. ¥. Z, 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I see your most welcome article in a recent number has evoked 
some correspondence, and as yet only Mr. Lake, to the intense sur- 
prise of the whole profession, has disagreed with the views you have 
expressed. I cannot imagine why he of all others should advocate 
the “‘ grin and bear it’ policy after the action he took in connection 
with the Land Transfer Bill, after having, it is fair however to say, 
been shewn the way across country, so to speak, by the independent 
action taken outside the council. 

It is apparently but too plain that the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society are incapable of grasping the situation and of leading 
the profession as they should do, and this fact has, I think, become 
generally recognized by solicitors. What is the remedy for this state 
of affairs? Plainly the suggestion of ‘‘C. J.’ contained in a letter 
published in your last issue must be carried out. 

Let a legal union be formed, consisting of active and keen solicitors, 
who would be willing to give their time and trouble, and generally to 
look after the interests of the profession, by opposing all those who 
are endeavouring to create a vast system of officialism, partly no 
doubt to provide snug berths for relatives and friends. Another 
course should also be adopted, and it is this. The profession should 
be organized for political purposes and should eventually become a 
perfect political machine ready to give or withhold votes according as 
the necessity arose. Mr. Lake seems to object to this course, but I 
think he is incapable of reading the signs of the times. 

When every sort of union and society is being formed for the pro- 
tection of various interests which are threatened, are solicitors to 
stand calmly by with their hands in their pockets and do nothing but 
grin and bear it? No, certainly not! I am sure that the profession 
realizes the grave dangers with which it is threatened, and is deter- | 
mined, with or without the Council of the Law Society, to take | 


measures for its protection. 

The call to arms should be sounded at once. How long is the 
council going to slumber and do nothing? There is yet time for 
them to retrieve their rapidly vanishing reputation. Will they take 
the opportunity or will they stay in the background and allow others, | 
more active than themselves, to do the things which they should do of 
their own accord and without any pressure from outside sources ? 

Tempus Fvarr. 





[To the Hditor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I take the liberty of drawing attention to your article among 
“Current Topics” in last week’s paper. 

We are allagreed that measures are impending calculated materially 
to prejudice our branch of the profession, and I know your desire to 
assist us. 

The question is, What attitude should solicitors themselves take up ? 
On this opinions will vary, and judgment is needed, and in so vital 
a matter those views should be propounded and that course taken 
which commend themselves as the most judicious in character. 

My view is this: If solicitors worry candidates at the ensuing 
election to support our interests, we should have an outcry against 
us. Take any constituency and calculate the proportionate number 


It is the profession itself, and the different members of it through- 
out the country, upon whom such efforts as you advocate must 
fall, but I think this is not the time to use it, but we should wait 
until there is a distinct attack. 

In the meantime, however, every town which has not it already 
should have its little law society (if it is only to meet once a year) to 
unite when occasion arises. 

1 conclude by saying that in my own town we have constituted a 
society within the last twelve months, and will unite as one man 
when the time comes to impress our views on our member. 

A desire for privacy, which I trust you will excuse and respect, 
induces me to subscribe myself A LANCASTRIAN, 

June 21. 

{See observations under head. of ‘‘ Current Topics.’’—Eb. S. J.] 





THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY’S COUNCIL, 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In an editorial note in your issue of June 4 you remark (re- 
ferring to the current probable contest) that ‘ there is some sort of 
understanding that West-end vacancies are to be filled by West-end 
men and City vacancies by City men.” ; : 

May I, as a “ City” man, take the liberty of saying that if ever 
there were any sort of “ understanding” on the subject it was effect- 
ually broken through in the only two London elections which have 
occurred for many years, as appears by the Soricrrors’ JOURNAL 
itself. 

In vol. 33 (1889), pp. 611 and 663, it will be seen that Mr. Fowler 
(City) succeeded Mr. Hussey (Lincoln’s-inn), and vol. 34 (1890), pp. 
641 and 695, shews that Mr. Clabon (Westminster) was succeeded by 
Sir Albert Rollit (City). A Vorer, 








of solicitors per head to the voters on the register. It will not at the 
outside be one per cent. Their influence on election is not great 
nowadays. 

[ think in each town the solicitors should be united, and always be 
prepared to meet and defend their interests when threatened, and 
securing it by private interviews with the member for the borough or 
division. 

It is impossible to say that the interests of the public must give 
way to those of any class or trade, and if we in alarm begin inter- | 


votes by defying the solicitors than by promising adhesion to their 
interests. 

I have been in practice a long time and seen many changes. I have 
been president of a large law society, and was at one time an er- 
officio member of the council, so I can claim to write with some 
authority. I think most respectfully that it isa mistake to attack the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society, as I think if they did 
not carry the standard as high as they do they would cease to have 
any influence for good in higher quarters, 


City, June 21. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
SAUNDERS v. WIEL—No. 1, 20th June. 


Practice—INFRINGEMENT OF DestcN—AcTion For Pgnatty—Ruicut to 
ADMINISTER INTERROGATORIES—PaTENTs, Designs, AND TrapE-Marxs 
Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 57), ss. 58, 59. 

This was an appeal of the plaintiff from an order of a divisional court 
(Day and Charles, JJ.) rescinding an order of the master for a further 
answer to the plaintiff's interrogatories. The plaintiff had brought an 
action against the defendant claiming £100 for the infringement of a 
registered design of which the plaintiff was the proprietor. It was 
admitted by counsel for the plaintiff that this was not an action for 
damages under section 59 of the Patents Act, 1883, but that it was brought 
under section 58, which provides that anyone who acts in _contravention 
of that section shall be liable for every offence to forfeit a sum not 
exceeding £50 to the proprietor of the design. The Divisional Court held 
that it was an action for a penalty, and that the defendant could not be 
compelled to answer interrogatories. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Cover (Lord Esner, M.R., and Bowen and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. , 

Lord Esugr, M.R., said that the question was whether the action was 
an action to recover a penalty. If it was, it was not disputed that 
interrogatories ought not to he administered to the defendant to shew that 
he had rendered himself liable to a penalty. It was clear that the action 
was brought under section 58 of the Patents Act, 1883. Was an action 
under that section an action to recover a penalty by way of penalty, or 
could it be said to be an action for damages? The use in that section of 
the words ‘‘offence,’’ ‘‘offender,’’ and ‘‘forfeit’’ was not of itself 
conclusive, but was primd facie evidence that it was the intention of the 
Legislature that an action under section 58 was an action to recover a 
penalty. Mr. James would not go so far as to say that the plaintiff must 
prove the amount of the damage, but if it wasan action for damages there 
would have to be some evidence of damage. The words “not exceeding 
£50’ in section 58 applied to the conduct of the defendant, not to the 


' amount of the plaintiff's loss. The jury might think that the defendant 


had acted through accident or inadvertence. Looking at section 59 it was 
impossible not to see that the remedies provided by the two sections were 


different : section 59 giving an action for damages, and section 58 for the 
recovery of a penalty, The case of Adams v. Batley (35 W. R. 437, 18 
Q. B. D. 625) was relied on for the plaintiff. That was a decision on 
viewing the candidates at this juncture, they are likely to get more | 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 15, 8. 2. That section was wholly different from sections 
| 58 and 59 of the Patents Act, and the court held there, after considering 
the language of the section, that an action under that section was not 
an action for a penalty at all, but for damages. This action, under section 
58 of the Patents Act, 1883, was an action for a —— and 
interrogatories tending to shew that the defendant had rendered hi 
liable to a penalty would not be allowed. 


mself 


Bowen and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covnsst, 


Gwynne James; Danckwerts, Sourcrrons, Gresham, Davies, $ Dallas ; 
Maddisons, 


[Reported by F. 0. Ronrysox, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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WOOLLEY v. BROAD—No. 1, 20th June. 


Practice—INrRINGEMENT OF RecisTERED DesigN—UnconpitTionaL LEAVE 
TO AMEND PARTICULARS OF DEFENCE—DISCRETION OF JUDGE. 


This ‘was an appeal of the plaintiffs from an order of a divisional court 
(Day and Charles, JJ.) affirming an order of Lawrance, J., giving the 
defendant in an action for the infringement of a registered design 
unconditional liberty to amend his particulars of defence. It was con- 
tended for the plaintiffs, on the authority of a dictum of North, J., in 
Morris, Wilson, § Co. v. Coventry Machinists’ Co. (1891, 3 Ch. 418, 39 W. R. 
Dig. 147), that there was a well-established practice in patent actions of 
allowing the amendment of particulars of objections only on certain terms, 
and that the judge was therefore wrong in this case in giving unconditional 
leave to amend. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and A. L. Situ, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Lord Esner, M.R., caid that in the opinion of the court the principle 
laid down by North, J., in the case cited was erroneous, that the judge 
had an absolute discretion, and that, although a certain practice might 
have grown up, upon which many judges might have acted, yet it was 
erroneous to say that any practice could take away from the judge the 
absolute discretion given to him by statute. 

Bowen and A. L. Smiru, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.— 
CounsgeL, Dugdale, Q.C., and EF. Morton Daniel; For. Soutcrrors, Harvey 
$ Capron, for WW”. H. Speed, Nottingham; Page § Scorer, for Tiueman, 
Nottingham. : 

[Reported by F. O. Ronixsox, Barrister-at-Law. | 


WILLIS & CO. ». BADDELEY—No. 1, 20th June. 
PracticE—Discovery or DocuMENTs FROM PERSON NOT ON THE ReEcorp. 


This was an appeal of the defendant from an order of the Divisional 
Court (Cave and Lawrance, JJ.) refusing to order the discovery of docu- 
ments by a foreign company called La Compagnie des Assurances Generales 
de Trieste, which company was not a party to the action. The action was 
brought on a policy of insurance by which the plaintiffs, who were brokers 
in England, had, as agents of the Trieste company, reinsured a risk under- 
taken by the Trieste company. The defendant took out a summons to 
compel the Trieste company to make an affidavit as to what documents 
they had in their possession, but the Divisional Court refused to order dis- 
covery. The defendant appealed. 

Tue Covet (Lord Esner, M.R., and Bowen and A. L. Situ, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Esner, M.R., said that he did not desire to confine his decision 
merely to insurance cases. What he decided was that, where the court 
knew that a foreign principal, resident abroad, was the real plaintiff in an 
action, but was suing by his agent, who had been dealt with as his agent, 
the court, in order to prevent palpable injustice, would by reason of its 
inherent jurisdiction compel the real plaintiff to do all that he ought to do 
for the purposes of justice. The court could and would prevent the 
nomins] plaintiff from proceeding in the action until the real plaintiff had 
done what he ought to have done if bis name had been on the record. The 
action would be stayed until the Trieste company had made an affidavit of 

ents. 

Bowen and A. L. Surru, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Covnsz1, 
4A. T. Lawrence and Hollams ; Joseph Walton. Soxtcrrors, Hollams, Son, 
Coward, § Hawksky ; Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, § Whatton. 


[Reported by F. O, Ropixsox, Barrister-at-Law. 
THOMPSON +. ROURKE—No. 2, 22nd June. 


Hvsnaxp ann Wrre—Jactitation or Mannrtace—Unperenpep Svit— 
Practice—Tnriat By Jury. 


This was an appeal by Mrs. E. M. Thompson in formd pauperis from an 
order of the President of the Divorce Division (Sir Francis Jeune) refusing 
an application by Mrs. Thompson, who was the plaintiff in a suit of 
jactitation of marriage, to have the suit tried before a jury. Jactitation 
of marriage is when one of the parties boasts or gives out that he or she is 
married to the other, whereby a common reputation of their matrimony 
may ensue. On this ground the party injured may sue the other in the 
Divorce Division, and unless the defendant makes out proof of the actual 
marriage, he or she is enjomed to perpetual silence on that head. The 
defendant in the present suit, although he had entered an appearance, 
had put in no defence. The appeal was argued on the 14th inst., Mre. 
Thompson appearing in person. 

Tug Court (Lisviey, Lorzs, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lispizy, L.J., said that, suite of this nature being of very rare occur- 
rence, the court had deemed it desirable to look into the law and practice 

on such cases. A very full and excellent account of the law on 
the subject was to be found in the case of Lord Hawke v. Corri (2 Hagg. 
Consist. Rep. 280). ae the defendant in the present suit had 
entered an appearance, he as yet put in no defence, and the suit was 
therefore at present really an undefended suit. If, when the case came on 
for trial, the defendant had put in no defence, there would be really 
nothing for a jury to try, and it was contrary to the practice of the Divorce 
Division to have an undefended suit tried before a jury. As the case 
stood at t, therefore, the application for a trial with a jury could 
not be ed, and no order could be made on the present appeal. 

Loves and Kay, L.JJ., concurred. 


{Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re LAXON & CO.—No. 2, 22nd June. 
Compasy—Peririon rresenten 1x Covwry Covrt—Transrer to Hon 





Court BEFORE ANY ORDER MADE—JURISDICTION—ComPantrEs (WINDING-vUP) 
Acr, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63), ss. 1 (3), 3 (1)—Companres Winprnc- 
up Rugs, 1890, r. 8. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Vaughan Williams, J. (sitting as 
an additional judge of the Chancery Division), directing the transfer of 
a petition to wind up the above-named company from a county court to 
the High Court. The question was whether there was jurisdiction in the 
judge of the High Court to whom the Lord Chancellor had assigned 
business under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, to make an 
order to transfer a petition for winding up which has been presented in a 
county court, and upon which no order had been made, from the county 
court to the High Court. On the 25th of February, 1892, a creditors’ 
petition was presented to the County Court of Warwickshire, holden at 
Coventry, for the winding up of the above-named company in the ordi- 
nary way under the Companies Acts. After the petition had been 
presented it was ascertained that two of the signatories to the memoran- 
dum of association were infants, and leave was then applied for to, and 
given by, the county court judge to amend the petition by asking that the 
company might be wound up as an unregiste company under part 8 of 
the Act of 1862, and such an amendment was made. On the 12th of May 
a@ summons was taken out by the petitioners in the High Covrt asking 
that the petition and all proceedings thereon might be transferred, under 
section 3 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, and rule 8 of the rules 
made pursuant to the Act, from the county court to the High Court, and 
on the 2nd of June Vaughan Williams, J., considered that an important 
question of law was involved as to whether or not the company was duly 
incorporat:d, and that, if (as seemed probable) the parties should after- 
wards desire to have the opinion of the Court of Appeal on that point, one 
appeal would be saved by transferring to the High Court, inasmuch as 
the appeal from the county court would be to the Divisional Court, and 
thence to the Court of Appeal, and, further, that the bulk cf the creditors 
were in favour of the transfer, and his lordship made the order asked 
for. From that order the company appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Linpiey, Lorgs, and A, L. Srrn, L.JJ.), without calling 
upon counsel for the respondent, dismissed the appeal. 

Linpiex, L.J., said the point the court was asked to decide was an 
important and a new one. It was whether there was jurisdiction in the 
judge to whom the Lord Chancellor had assigned business under the Act 
of 1890 to transfer a petition for winding up a company from the county 
court to the High Court before any order had been made on the petition. 
The facts were curious. It was important to everyone concerned— 
creditors, contributories, and everyone—that whatever order was made on 
the petition should be unimpeachable. It was a creditors’ petition. They 
amended and applied to transfer to the High Court. The application 
came before Vaughan Williams, J., who felt some difficulty in the matter, 
but eventually made the order of transfer. The question depended on the 
Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, the important sections being section 
1, sub-section (3), and section 3, sub-section (1). Section 1, sub-section (3), 
said that ‘‘where the amount of the capital of a company paid up, or 
credited as paid up, did not exceed ten thousand pounds, and the regis- 
tered office of the company was situate within the jurisdiction of a county 
court having jurisdiction under that Act, a petition to wind up the com- 
pany should be presented to that county court.’’ And section 3, sub- 
section (1), said this: ‘‘ The winding up of a company or any proceedings 
therein may at any time and at any stage .. . be transferred from 
one court to another court, or may be retained in the court in which the 
proceedings were commenced, although it may not be the court in which 
the proceedings ought to have been commenced.” There were two ways 
in which a case like the present might be dealt with : one was to transfer 
it to the High Court, the other to state a special case. In the present 
instance, an order for transfer having been made, it was argued that there 
was no jurisdiction to make the order. To that argument his lordship could 
not accede. Rule 8 said: ‘‘A judge of the High Court to whom the 
exercise of the jurisdiction to wind up companies is assigned may at any 
time for good cause shewn order the proceedings in any court other than 
the High Court to be transferred to the High Court.’’ Looking at the Act 
and the rules together, and having regard to the general scope of the Act 
and the changes which were, and were intended to be, introduced by it, 
his lordship could not doubt that there was jurisdiction to transfer ; the 
language was too clear to leave any doubt in his nnd. As to the appel- 
lants’ second point, that, even if there was jurisdiction, there was no good 
cause for the transfer to be made, his lordship was nt going to define 
what ‘‘ good cauze”’ did or did not mean in a general and exhaustive way, 
but it was enough to say that there was ample good cause in the present 
case. There being, therefore, jurisdiction and good cause for the exercise 
in the way the learned judge had exercised it, the appeal must be dis- 
mniesed. 

Lorgs and A. L. Saurrn, L.JJ., concurred. —Covunsex, Phipson Beale, Q.C., 
and Younger ; Levett, Q.C., and Eve. Souicrrors, Warren, Murton, § Miller, 
se Woodcock § Co., Coventry ; Ficld, Roscoe, § Co., for Coley § Coley, Birming- 
pam. 

| Reported by Anruun Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MEADER v. WEST COWES LOCAL BOARD—No. 2, 16th June. 


Nurance—Cessvrir—‘ Sewer ” on ‘‘ WorK BELONGING THERETO ’’—Pvunsiic 
Heavru Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), ss. 4, 13,15, 19. 


This was an —— from a decision of Chitty, J., dismissing the plain- 
tiff’s action, with costs. The question was whether a cesspit was a 
‘‘sewer’’ or a ‘‘ work belonging thereto’’ within the meaning of the 
definition in section 4 of the Public Health Act, 1875, so as to vest in the 
local authority and to be cleansed and emptied by them. ‘The plaintiff 





had, some years previously, built at West Cowes ten houses, having drains 
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at the back which led into a line of 6-inch pipes. This line of pipes ter- 
minated in a pit some 4 feet in diameter and some 6 feet in depth (about 
4 feet of the depth being below the bed of the line of pipes). A second 
line of pipes carried off the surface liquid from this cesspit across a neigh- 
bouring owner’s land, and discharged it finally into a place called the 
Deep Water Luck at the mouth of the river Medina. The owner of this 
neighbouring land, acting within his right, stopped this segond line of 
pipes, thereby causing the sewage to flow back and create a nuisance. 
The defendant board called upon the plaintiff to abate the nuisance by 
cleansing out the cesspit, whereupon the plaintiff commenced the present 
action for an injunction to restrain the board from causing the nuisance, 
on the ground that the cesspit was a ‘‘ sewer,”’ or a ‘* work belonging to a 
sewer,’’ within the meaning of the Public Health Act, 1875, ss. 4 and 13, 
which was vested in them by virtue of section 13, and for the cleansing of 
which they were responsible under section 19. By section 4 of the Act 
‘«* drain’ means any drain of and used for the drainage of one building 
only, or premises within the same curtilage, and made merely for the pur- 
pose of communicating therefrom with a cesspool or other like receptacle 
for drainage, or with a sewer into which the drainage of two or more 
buildings or premises occupied by different persons is conveyed”; and 
‘** sewer’ includes sewers and drains of every description, except drains 
to which the word ‘drain,’ interpreted as aforesaid, applies, and except 
drains vested in or under the control of any authority having the manage- 
ment of roads and not being a local authority under this Act.’ Section 
13 provides that ‘‘all existing and future sewers within the district of a 
local anthority, together with all buildings, works, materials, and things 
belonging thereto, except (1) sewers made by any person for his own 
profit, or by any company for the profit of the shareholders; and (2) 
sewers made and used for the purpose of draining, preserving, or im- 
proving land under any local or private Act of Parliament, or for the 
purpose of irrigating land; and (3) sewers under the authority of any 
commissioners of sewers appointed by the Crown, shall vest in and be 
under the control of the local authority.’”’ Section 15 provides that 
‘every local authority shall keep in repair all sewers belonging to them, 
and shall cause to be made such sewers as may be necessary for effectually 
draining their district for the purposes of the Act.’’ Section 19 is as fol- 
lows :—‘‘ Every local authority shall cause the sewers belonging to them 
tobe . . . keptsoas not to be a nuisance or injurious to health, and 
to be properly cleansed and emptied.’’ It appeared from the evidence 
that of recent years, and antecedently to the commencement of this action, 
the board had on several occasions served the plaintiff with notices calling 
upon him to cleanse the cesspit in question, and that he had on more than 
one occasion obeyed the notice; and it further appeared from a corre- 
spondence between the plaintiff and the neighbouring landowners that he 
recognized the duty on his part of abating the nuisance. Chitty, J., held 
that the cesspit was not part of a sewer within the definition of the Act 
of —_— and dismissed the action, with costs. The plaintiff ap- 
pealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Cotzriper, C.J., and Liryptey and Lorpsrs, L.JJ.), 
without hearing the respondents, dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Cotermer, C.J., said this was a mere attempt on the part of the 
plaintiff to put upon the local board, and to make them responsible for, a 
series of wrongs of the plaintiff. His argument was that this cesspit was 
a drain or sewer within the definition of the 4th section, and was, therefore, 
unless it was within one of the exceptions of section 13, vested under that 
last section in the local board, and was to be kept clean and emptied by 
them under the 19th section. His counsel could not contend that the 
neighbouring owner was exceeding his rights when he stopped the drain, 
that part having been constructed by the plaintiff on land which did not 
belong to him, and in respect of which he had no leave or licence from the 
owner. His lordship could not suppose that that part of the drain beyond 
the cesspit, having been wrongfully placed where it was by the trespass of 
the plaintiff, could by such an act of trespass be made to vest in the local 
board, so that the court had only to deal with the drain ending with the 
cesspit. You could not, it appeared to his lordship, say the cesspit was a 
** sewer,’’ or was so connected with a drain or sewer as to make it a “‘ work 
belonging to ’’ a sewer; and, if that were the true view, it never vested in 
the defendants, and they were not liable to cleanse it. The case of Reg. v. 
Guardians of Epsom Union (11 W. R. 593) was very much in péint as to the 
liability of a board as to cesspits in such a case as the present ; it was not 
directly in point, bu* it shewed what were the limits of liability of the 
local board. In his lordship’s opinion a sewer, in the Act, meant some- 
thing which carried sewage away, and a drain which ended nowhere was 
not a sewer within the meaning of it. - When the evidence of the plaintiff 
was looked at, it was clear it was never dreamed that this drain was vested 
in the local board; on the contrary, the board had called on him to clear 
the cesspit, and he had cleaned in obedience to their notice, and never 
thought of calling on them to doit. The board clearly thought it was his 
duty to keep it clean, in that they sent him notices. ‘The appeal must be 
dismissed. 

Linpiey, L.J., concurred. If the outfall beyond the cesspit had been 
vested in the local board, what right would there have been in the person 
who stopped it up todoso? If the cesspit had been vested in the local 
board so that they had become liable to clean it, why had the plaintiff 
previously cleaned it? In his lordship’s opinion this was not a sewer 
within the meaning of the Act, though it might possibly be under other | 
circumstances a ‘‘ work belonging to ’’ a sewer, but in the present case the | 
evidence shewed it was not. 

Lorrs, L.J., concurred.—Covnset, Zevett, Q.C., and G. Henderson ; | 
Whitehorne, Q.C., and WW. Graham, Soxscrrvons, Ley, Lake, § Ley, for R, 
a Pittis, Newport, Isle of Wight ; Damant § Toovey, for Damant § Sons, 

Jowes. 
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[Reported by Anruvra Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Winding-up Cases. 
Re CONDES CO. OF CHILI (LIM.)—-Vaughan Williams, J., 14th June. 


Practice—Votuntary Winpinc vp—Stay or Procespincs — Foreign 
Creprrors—Compantes Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), ss. 89, 138. 


This was an application under sections 89 and 138 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, to stay the voluntary winding up of the company. The court 
was referred to Palmer’s Company Precedents, 5th ed., p. 569, and Re 
Schanschieff Electric Battery Syndicate (Limited), 32 Soxtcrrons’ JourNnat, 
628; W. N., 1888, p. 166), where a similar application was allowed by 
North, J. Another company (hereinafter called the purchasing company), 
whose property adjoined the mines of the Condes Co., had offered to 
purchase the property of the last-named company, the consideration to be 
cancellation of the indebtedness of the Condes Co. to the purchasing 
company, an indemnity to the Condes Co. against their other liabilities, 
and the allotment to the Condes Co. of certain shares in the purchasing 
company. Prior to the offer being made, a reconstruction of the Condes 
Co. had been attempted, but without success. The company was stated 
to have no assets in England, and the only way of realizing any of the 
assets was for the company to enter into the proposed arrangement for a 
sale. The sharehcolders all agreed, and the English creditors consented. 
It appeared that there were heavy liabilities in Chili, and there was no 
evidence of the purchasing company’s ability to meet these liabilities. 

Vavcuan WiiuiaMs, J., thought that he ought not to stay the liquida- 
tion of the territorial assets, which were the only assets, of the company, 
and so to part with their only assets, without making some provision or 
taking some security for the payment of the Chilian creditors, and 
adjourned the case that evidence might be obtained shewing t' eir position 
if the arrangement were carried out. An affidavit of the applicant was 
subsequently put in, and his lordship made the order asked for.— 
CovunseEL, Grosvenor Woods ; Lavington. Sortcrrors, Snell, Son, § Greenip. 

[Reported by J. F. Wary, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re AVILL & SMART (LIM.) (PETITION OF R. H. MILWARD)— 
Vaughan Williams, J., 14th June. 


Wivpixc-vp Perrrion—Comrunsory orn Supervision Orper—Drscrerion 
or Court—Companres’ Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), ss. 138, 145— 
Cowpantes (Wixpinc-vp) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63). 

A petition had been presented for the winding up of the above-named 
company, but, a resolution to wind up voluntarily having been passed by 
the company, a supervision order only was now asked for, and there was 
no opposition to this. The court, however, had doubts whether a super- 
vision order, which tied the hands of creditors without giving the full 
protection of a winding-up crder, should be made. It was contended, 
first, that such an order saved expense and facilitated realization ; 
secondly, that nothing was lost thereby in the way of protection for the 
creditors; and, thirdly, that no case existed for a compulsory order. 
Reference was made to the Companies Act, 1862, ss. 138, 145, and to Re 
New York: Exchange (Limited) (32 Soxicrioxs’ Journat, 661; 39 Ch. D. 415). 

Vaucuan Wriiiams, J., said that he expected the petitioner to inform 
the court what the assets and liabilities of the company were. The 
question whether the creditors would be prejudiced or not by the order 
was a different question, since the Act bringing in the Board of Trade, 
from what it used to be. Whether the petition was for a compulsory 
order in the first case, or for a supervision order only, he ought to have 
information as to this. The case was accordingly ordered to stand over 
to enable the information which the cout required to be brought before 
it.—Counsrt, Beale, Q.C.; C. Macnaghten; W. E. Vernon. Soxscrtors, 
Milward § Co. ; Spencer Whitehead ; John Vernon, Son, § Co. 

‘Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
TAYLOR rv. GARNETT—16th June. 
Srarcre or Fravups (29 Can. 2, c. 3), s. 4—Contracr or Hrrinc—INbDRFINITE 
Pentiop—Presemrtion or Law—AGREEMENT NOT TO BE PERFORMED WITHIN 
7uE space or Ong YEAR FROM THE MAKING THERROP. 


Appeal from the Mayor’s Court. The action was brought to recover 
damages for breach of a contract of hiring. The plaintiff's evidence was 
that upon a day in December, 1891, the defendants had verbally engaged 
to take the plaintiff into their employment as a traveller, at a salary of 
£300 per annum, the engagement to commence on the Ist of February. 
No period for the duration of the employment was specified. The jury 
found for the plaintiff—damages £100, and the recorder gave judgment 
accordingly, overruling the contention raised on behalf of the defendants 
—that the agreement upon which the plaintiff sued was not to be per- 
formed within the space of one year from the making thereof, and that 
therefore the Statute of Frauds was a bar to the action. The defendants 
appealed, and contended that the continuance of the employment for a 
year was to be presumed from the terms of the agreement. They cited 
Beeston v. Collyer (4 Bing. 309), and Fawcett v. Cash (5 B. & Ad. 904). For 
the plaintiff it was argued that the statute only applied where it was an 
express, and not merely an implied, term of the agreement that it should 
not be performed within a year, and also that no presumption existed in 
the present case that the employment was to be for a year: Fairman v. 
Oakjord (5 H. & N. 635), Baxter v. Nurse (6 Man. & Gr. 935), Dodson v. 
Collis (1 H, & N. 81, 25 L. J. Ex. 267). 

Tux Courr (Wrienr and Cottts, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 
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Wraieut, J., said that the law was settled that in the case of a contract 
of hiring the engagement was for a year if there was nothing in the terms 
of the contract to rebut that presumption. Such a term as an agreement 
for weekly wages would be sufficient to rebut the presumption, but here 
the salary was to be yearly, and, the hiring being for an indefinite period, 
the rule applied. It followed that, the agreement being made in Decem- 
ber, and the employment not commencing until February, it could not 
be performed within a year, and the plaintiff failed. 


Cottrss, J., said that if the parties had agreed to a term which the law 
imported into their contract, they had agreed to it as completely as if it 
been expressed. The presumption of law arising in this case from the 
terms which were expressed was that the employment was to last fora 
year, and there was nothing in the expressed terms to displace that pre- 
sumption. The authorities cited shewed that no inflexible rule could be 
laid down that a hiring for an indefinite period was a hiring for a year. 
The express terms in each case must be looked at before the presumption 
could beestablished. In Dobson v. Collis it was found that the employment 
was determinable by notice, and it was in reference to that that Pollock, 
C.B., made the remarks relied upon by the plaintiff; he was dealing 
with the question whether there was anything in the indefinite hiring 
which negatived tke right to put an end to it at any time. To say thata 
hiring was determinable by notice wus not inconsistent with holding that 
it was intended to be for a year unless notice were given. If a contract 
were for an indefinite period, a presumption must arise as to the period for 
which it was intended to last, and the plaintiff in the present case had 
no period to suggest. Judgment for defendants. Leave to appeal granted. 
—Covnsei, Candy, Q.C., and Lewis Thomas; Giyn. Soxscrrors, Flower § 
Nussey ; H. Montagu. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


PRICE (Appellant) r. JAMES (Respondent)—16th June. 


Licexsrnc Law—Pegrson actHorizep unpeR 5 & 6 Vicr. c. 44, s. 1, To 
CARRY ON Busrness—Licensep Person—Ricut to Notice or Orpost- 
TION—PracticE ON APPEAL FROM Justices —PaxtrEs—REspoNDENT— 
Licensmse Aczv, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 94), s. 42—Stcmmary Jurispicrion 
Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vicr. c. 49), s. 31. 

Case stated by licensing justices for the Pontypool division of Mon- 
mouthshire. The facts were shortly as follows. In April, 1891, the 
occupier and licence holder of the Britannia Inn at Pontnewynydd, was 
convicted of an offence against the licensing laws, and his licence was 
indorsed. On the 20th of June, 1891, an authority was granted under 5 & 
6 Vict. c. 44, s. 1, to the appellant to carry on the business of a licensed 
victualler on the premises. Tbat section gives power to the justices in 
petty sessions by indorsement on an existing licence ‘‘to authorize any 

rson not disqualified’’ (by the Act 9 Geo. 4, c. 61) ‘‘ to whom it shall 

Ss proposed at the time of such application to transfer, or grant any such 

licence, to use, exercise, aud carry on the business of a licensed victualler 

at the same house and the authority so granted shall continue 
and be in force until the then next ensuing special session which shall be 
holden for the division and no longer.’’ And the same section 
provides that the person so authorized shall be ‘‘ subject to all the powers, 
regulations, proceedings, penalties, and provisions declared by or contained 
in any Act or Acts in force touching the regulation, &c., of licensed keepers 
of inns.”” At the licensing meeting of the justices for the Pontypool 
division on the 22nd of August, 1891, the appellant applied for the trans- 
fer or continuance to him of the existing licence until the expiration of 

the current heensing year (in October, 1891) under 9 Geo. 4, c. 64, s. 14. 

No notice of this application had been given to the respondent (the 

superintendent of police for the division), but the respondent had served a 

notice of objection upon the original holder of the licence. The respond- 

ent gave evidence (the admission of which was objected to by the 
appellant) as to the misconduct in the carrying on of the house before the 
20th of June, 1891, and the appellant did not produce evidence sufficient 
to satisfy the justices of his good character, and they refused the applica- 
tion for a transfer. The appellant also applied for a renewal for the 
following year of the licence which expired in October, 1891, and this was 
also opposed by the respondent and refused. It was contended on behalf 
of the appellant that the justices had no power to make the superintendent 
of police respondent to the proceedings, he not being a party thereto; it 

had been held in Leg. v. The Justices of Glamorganshire (1292, 1Q. B. 621) 

that the procedure under the Summary Jurisdiction Acts applied to licensing 

appeals, and the person to be served with notice of appeal was the “‘ other 
party.”’ As to the decision of the justices, it was said that the appellant on 
obtaining the authority under 5 & 6 Vict. c. 44 became a “licensed 

,” and as such was entitled to notice of objection under the 

Satie Act, 1872, s. 42, and that the justices had no power to receive 
the evidence given in opposition by the respondent. That section provides 
that “ where a licensed person applies for the renewal of his licence—(2) the 
justices shall not entertain any objection to the renewal of such licence or 
take any evidence with respect to the renewal thereof unless written notice 
of an intention to oppose the renewal of such licence has been served on 
such holder not less than seven days before the commencement of the 
general annual licensing meecting.’’ 

Tux Cover (Waicur and Coittxs, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Waicurt,J.,eaid: The appellant in this case has failed to satisfy the justices 
of his good character. The question is whether he was entitled to have 
notice of the grounds of opposition to the renewal of this licence. That 
depends upon whether he was, at the date of this application, a licensed 
petson within the meaning of section 42 of the Act of 1872. The only 
ground alleged for his being a licensed person is that he had obtained, not 
& licence, but an authority under 5 & 6 Vict. c. 44 to carry on the business 
gntil the next general annual meeting; that is not a licence. It is true 
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that the person holding such an authority is to be subject to the regula. 
tions as to innkeepers, but that is not the same as saying that he 
is to have all the privileges of a licensed person. I think, therefore, 
that the appellant had no right to notice of the grounds of objection. 

Cottrys, J., agreed, remarking that the object of the proviso in section 
1 of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 44 was to bring a person temporarily authorized by 
virtue of that section to carry on the business of a licensed victualler 
under the disciplinary provisions of the Licensing Acts, but not to give him 
the benefits possessed by licensed persons. 

Wricut, J.—In the course of the argument we have expressed our 
opinion that the respondent was properly made respondent, but as it is an 
important point of practice we will give leave to appeal upon this ground 
and upon the question as to the appellant being a licensed person as well. 
Appeal dismissed. Leave to appeal granted.—CounsgL, J. Paterson and 
Glascodine; Poland, Q.C., and Daniell. Soxicrrons, Few § Co., for 
Bythway § Son, Pontypool; Thomas White § Sons, for Gustard, Newport, 
Mon. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. } 


WILLIS rv. WELLS AND OTHERS (TRUSTEES OF THE NEW UNION 
SOCIETY)—22nd June. 


Frrenpiy Socrery—Dispute —Memper—F rienpiy Socrerres Act, 1875 (38 
& 39 Vicr. c. 60), s. 22. 

This was an application for an inéerim injunction to restrain the members 
and officers of the New Union Society, a friendly society, from excluding 
the plaintiff from the meetings and benefits of the society, and from 
refusing to accept his subscriptions. The defendants were the trustees of 
the society, and the plaintiff by his writ claimed a declaration that he was 
still a member of the society and an injunction iu the terms set out above. 
The application for an interim injunction had been referred to the court by 
Denman, J. The plaintiff, who was seventy-three years of age, had been 
a member of the society for fifty-five years. From November, 1889, to 
February, 1891, he had been in receipt of sick pay, being prevented 
through illness from working. In February, 1891, the plaintiff gave notice 
to the society that he was sufficiently recovered from his illness to be able 
to resume work, and he therefore declined the acceptance of further relief. 
A short time afterwards the plaintiff received a notice from the society 
informing him that he had been fined £14 for infringing the rules of the 
society by not procuring a medical certificate before returning to work, 
and that a resolution had been passed that he would be expelled the 
society if he did not pay the fine. The plaintiff refused to pay the fine, 
on the ground that for the omission to get the doctor’s certificate a fine of 
threepence only could by the rules be imposed. On the 2nd of March, 
1891, the plaintiff attended a quarterly meeting of the society and tendered 
his subscription, which he was told would not be accepted unless the fine 
of £14 was paid. Some correspondence then took place, which the 
defendants refused to consider, because in their opinion the plaintiff had 
ceased to be a member of the society. The plaintiff accordingly brought 
this action. Lule 27 of the society provided that all disputes which might 
arise between any member and the trustees or other officer of the society 
should be referred to and decided by justices of the peace pursuant to 13 
& 14 Vict. c. 115, s. 24. It was contended by the defendants that, under 
section 22 of the Friendly Societies Act, 1875, and the rules of the society, 
the court had no jurisdiction to entertain the action ; but that it should 
be dealt with as provided in the rules for the settlement of disputes. 

Tue Cover (Grantuam and Cuanrzes, JJ.) allowed the application. 

GrantuaM, J., said that it was not necessary to go into the merits of the 
case, or to consider how such a fine as £14 could be claimed by the society. 
The question was, whether these proceedings in the High Court could be 
justified ’ The case of Prentice vy. London (L. R. 10 C. P. 679, 24 W. R. 
Dig. 8) was distinctly in point. Was the plaintiff, under the circum- 
stances, a member of the society, and was this a dispute between a member 
and the officers of the society’ It did not lie in the mouth of the defend- 
ants to say that the plaintiff was a member; in their own affidavit they 
said that they refused to consider him a member. As was said in Prentice 
v. London by Lindley, L.J.: ‘‘ If the matter in controversy is whether the 
party is a member or not, that clearly is not a matter of internal arrange- 
ment.’’ This was not a dispute which was intended to be confined to a 
court of summary jurisdiction, and the plaintiff was right in bringing the 
action in the High Court. 

Cuantes, J., concurred. Application allowed.—CounseL, Scott-Foz ; 
C. C. Scott. Soxrsicrrons, Pitman § Sons, for Lane, Kettering; Jliffe, Henley, 
§ Sweet, tor Thurnall, Kettering. 

Reported by F. O. Roninsoy, Barrister-at-Law. 


BOSOMWORTH ». BRIDGE—18th June. 


Apvucreration—Butrer—Sae or Articie not oy Sunstance on QuaLity 
or ARTICLE DEMANDED—SALE TO PREJUDICE OF PuRCHASER—I‘ooD AND 
Drvos Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 63), s. 6, sun-secrions 1, 4. 

Appeal from a conviction by justices. Case stated by justices of the 
peace for the West Riding of the County of York. Upon the hearing of 
an information preferred by the respondent, the inspector appointed by 
and acting for the West Riding County Council, against the appellant, 
under section 6 of the Sale of ’oud and Drugs Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 63), 
charging that the appellant ‘* unlawfully did sell, to the prejudice of the 
respondent, the purchaser thereof, a certain article of food, to wit, butter, 
which was uot of the nature and substance and quality of the article 
demanded by such purchaser, such food or butter being adulterated with 
214 per cent. of water, contrary to the form of the statute in that case 
made and provided,’’ This information was heard and determined by the 
justices on the Ist of March, 1892, and upon such hearing the appellant 
was duly convicted, and fined in the sum of £3 and costs, whereupon the 
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appellant demanded and obtained the present case for the opinion of the 
court. ‘The facts as proved were as follows:—The appellant is the 
manager of ‘‘ The Meltham Co-operative Society,’”’ who carry on business 
as grocers at Meltham. On the 22nd of January, 1892, the mdent 
entered the shop of the society and there saw butter exposed for sale. The 
respondent asked for a pound of butter, and the appellant thereupon 
handed to the respondent the substance referred to in the informa- 
tion, saying that the price was 1s. 3d., which the respontlent then 
paid. The substance was handed to the duly authorized analyst for 
the district, who gave a certificate of his analysis to the respondent. 
The analyst was of opinion that the sample was genuine butter in 
the sense that it was unmixed with other fat, but it contained an excessive 
proportion. of water. The sample contained 21} per cent. of water, 
the average being, in the analyst’s opinion, about 10 per cent., and, 
in his opinion, any proportion of water in excess of 15 per cent. as a 
maximum should be regarded as an adulteration. The appellant called a 
witness to prove that the butter has to be kneaded and the buttermilk 
washed out to make the butter keep, and that washing the butter to get 
rid of the buttermilk would account for water in suspension being found 
in the butter; and that, in July and August last year the water in butter 
was to be attributed to the wetness and coldness of the pasturage, and 
that the water in butter in those months was unavoidably mixed in the 
course of preparation of the butter, and that the portion of water added 
for keeping butter was to make it ina fit state for carriage or consumption. 
The appellant proved that the butter sold to the respondent was from a 
portion of Irish butter purchased in August last, and was sold in the same 
state as received, and sold without any reservation. It was contended on 
behalf of the appellant that, upon the above facts, and as no standard as 
to the amount of water to be contained in butter has been fixed by law, 
the case fell within the exception contained in sub-section (1) of section 6 
of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, and also within the exception 
contained in sub-section (4) of the same section. It was further con- 
tended that the sale was nota sale ‘‘to the prejudice of the purchaser,” 
as the purchaser must be taken to have known that he was buying an 
article which would contain water, and said nothing as to the quality of 
the butter required by him. The justices overruled these contentions, and 
held, upon the above facts, that the sale was a sale to the prejudice of the 
purchaser, and that the article sold to the respondent was, by reason of 
the presence of water to the large extent shewn by the analysis, adulterated, 
and not of the nature, substance, and quality of the articledemanded. They 
also were of opinion that, if the contention of the appellant were correct, 
there would be no limit to the amount of the water he might be entitled to 
add. The question for the opinion of the court was whether, upon the above 
facts, there was evidence on which the justices might find the appellant 
guilty of an offence within section 6 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 
1875. If so, the conviction is to stand, otherwise it is to be quashed. 
Section 6 of the Act provides: ‘‘ No person shall sell to the prejudice of 
the purchaser any article of food or any drug which is not of the nature, 
substance, and quality of the article demanded by such purchaser, under 
a penalty not exceeding £20; provided that an offence shall not be deemed 
to be committed under this section in the following cases, that is to say :— 
(1) When any matter or ingredient not injurious to health has been added 
to the food or drug, because the same is required for the production or 
preparation thereof as an article of commerce, in a state fit for carriage 
or consumption, and not fraudulently to increase the bulk, weight, or 
measure of the food or drug, or conceal the inferior quality thereof; (4) 
where the food or drug is unavoidably mixed with some extraneous matter 
in the process of collection or preparation.’’ There was no specific 
finding of fact by the justices within either of these two sub-sections. 

Tuz Court (Wricur and Co.utns, JJ.) held that the case was not 
sufficiently stated to support a conviction, and that it must be remitted 
to the justices to state specific findings under sub-sections 1 and 4, with 
an intimation from the court that the fact that 21} per cent. of water was 
added was not by itself sufficient for a conviction, but that they must find 
that the water added was, under sub-section 4, not ‘‘ unavoidably mixed 
or added’’ with the butter.—Oounset, Poland, Q.C., and F. Fulton ; 
Asquith, Q.C., and C. M, Atkinson. Soxtcrrors, Learoyd, James, § Mellor, 
for Learoyd § Co., Huddersfield ; Badham § Williams, for Williams § Edwards, 
Wakefield. 

Reported by Sir Surrsrox Baker, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Solicitors’ Cases. , 
LILLEY ». RONEY—15th June. 
Liner—Parivi.rce—JepicraL Procerpincs-— UNFouNDED CHARGE AGAINST A 

Sonicrron BROUGHT BEFORE THE INcorrorATED Law Socrety—Maticrovs 

PROSECUTION. 

The question in this case was whether an action for libel can be founded 
upon allegations contained in an affidavit made in support of charges pre- 
ferred against a solicitor before the committee of the Incorporated Law 
Society or whether such an affidavit is privileged. The present defendant 
had made an affidavit in which he preferred certain charges against the 
plaintiff, a solicitor. The committee had heard the case and found that 
the charges had not been made out. The solicitor then brought this action 
claiming damages from the defendant for libel in respect of the allegations 
contained in his affidavit. Denman, J., in chambers, made an order 
striking out the action as being vexatious, on the ground that the state- 
ments in the affidavit were absolutely privileged, and that the plaintiff 
had, therefore, no cause of action. On the appeal from this order it was 
argued that the affidavit was made before any judicial proceeding was 
eae and was not privileged, and Moloney v, Bartley (3 Camp, 210) was 
cited. 





Tue Covrr (Cave and Lawrance, JJ.) held that the affidavit was privi- 
leged as being a part of judicial proceedings, but varied the order 
appealed from by giving plaintiff leave to amend his pleadings by making 
a claim in respect of malicious institution of the proceedings before the 
committee of the Incorporated Law Society.—Counset, £. B. Calvert ; 
Arnold White. Soutcrrors, H. L. Lilley ; Houseman. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Drix, Barrister-at-Law, 


SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 
June 20.—Prrcivat Jonn Picxertne (86, Thicket-road, Anerley). 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 

The following are extracts from the annual report of the council 
for 1892 :— 

Number of members.—The society now consists of 7,002 members, of whom 
3,206 practise in town and 3,796 in the country; 720 new members have 
joined the society during the past year, and, after deducting the loss 
caused by death and other causes, the increase is 444, which is mainly due 
to the circulars issued by the society in October last, and to the exertions 
of many of the provincial law societies, especially those of Liverpool and 
Swansea and Neath. 

Lectures and law classes.—Mr. Rowland R. Whitehead, Mr. T. E. Scrutton, 
and Mr. Robert Campbell have, during the past year, each delivered a 
course of lectures on real property and conveyancing, on common law, and 
on equity respectively. The number of subscribers to the lectures has been 
29, and to the lecturers’ classes 13, as against 42 and 20 for the previous 
year. Having regard to the continuous falling off in the attendance at 
the lectures, the council have under consideration the question whether 
they should be continued on their present footing, and they are now 
consulting the provincial law societies and law students’ societies on the 
subject, with a view to affording to articled clerks the greatest facilities for 
acquiring a sound legal education which the funds at the disposal of the 
council permit. The elementary law class has been continued under the 
readership of Mr. Edward Henry Busk, the number of subscribers being 
47, as against 54 in the previous year. . 

Examinations.—The following table shews the result of the last four 
Preliminary, Intermediate, and Final examinations, as compared with the 
four which immediately preceded :— 


PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 
































Jury. OcroBEr. Feprvary. May. 
| 
ee: fee | ———_-_—_-+___- — 
ree Yinka’ Passed | Postponed Passed | Postponed! Passed Postponed 
| | | j 
“ niall a 
| | 
1891-92 81 | 46 | 93 49 85 36 98 47 
1890-91 | 84 | 58 | 71 | 60 99 61 | 107 54 
| j 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 
JuNE. Novemser. Janvarky. ApriL. 
Year. | ———_—_—_—— ee aon 7 a ie 
Passed | Postponed) Passed | Postponed Passed | Postponed Passed | Postponed 
| | 
1891-92 | 164 24 | 172 | 62 106 | 36 134 19 
1890-91 | 145 68 |249 | 59 | 117 34 | 163 25 
| ; : 
Frvat Examination. 
JUNE. | Novemerr. | JANUARY. | Aprit. 
Year. ee - soar ae | ia ————— | nee ee ee 
Passed | Postponed) Passed | Postponed) Passed Postponed) Passed | Postponed 
be eet ee ss rg 
1891-92 | 240 86 |: 163 72 149 58 | 87 66 
| j j 
1890-91 | 232 7 | 159 | 68 | 156 48 | 79 83 
| | i 


It will be noticed that 639 candidates passed the final examination, and 
so became qualified for admission as solicitors, as against 626 in the 
previous year. he 

Solicitors Act, 1888.—Since the last annual report 15 applications have 
been made to the statutory committee by solicitors to have their names 
removed from the roll at their own request, all of which have been aceeded 
to except one, The decision of the committee in this one case Was con- 
firmed by the Master of the Rolls. During the same period 111 applica- 
tions have been made to strike solicitors off the roll for various offences. 
Of these, in 63 cases the committee decided, on perusal of the affidavits, 
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that the applicants had shewn no sufficient ground for their applications, 
and in no instance has any appeal been lodged against their decision. Of 
the remaining cares 17 are still pending, 29 have been heard by the com- 
mittee on vivd voce evidence, with the result that the committee in 10 cases 
acquitted the solicitor, and in 19 cases found the charges, or some of them, 
proved. In pursuance of the statute, the society brings the report of the 
committee before the court in all cases in which the committee report that 
the charges, or any.of them, are proved, and in 10 of the cases so brought 
before the court by the society the court has inflicted some punishment 
on the solicitor. One case they remitted to the committee to hear 
further evidence, in one case they ordered the solicitor to pay the costs 
of the inquiry and of the application to the court, and the remain- 
ing six have not yet been disposed of by the court. The ex- 
penditure of money in investigating these applications and bring- 
ing them before the court is considerable, and a very heavy expense 
incurred during the last year in one lengthy inquiry, which occupied the 
committee six days, is to a great extent responsible for the adverse 
balance shewn in the account for last year. But the procedure introduced 
by this-Act is no doubt beneficial to the profession. Since the committee 
was appointed in February, 1889, 358 applications to strike solicitors off 
the rolls have been adjudicated on. In 59 cases only has the report of the 
committee been brought before the court ; in the remaining 299 cases the 
committee decided in favour of the solicitors, and as there has been no 
appeal against their decision in these 299 cases, the allegations against 
the solicitors were finally disposed of by the committee without any 
hearing, in public, before the court. In October last Mr. B. G. Lake, who 
who had been chairman of the committee from the date of its first 
appointment, cent in his resignation as a member of the committee. The 
council, in accepting with regret his resignation, recorded their sense of the 
great services rendered by him in arranging the business of the committee, 
and in its management during the three years in which he had presided at 
their meetings. Mr. John Hunter has since been elected chairman of the 
committee, and Mr. John Wreford Budd has been appointed by the 
Master of the Rolls to fill the vacancy in the committee. 

Government solicitorships —In August last, it being understood that there 
would shortly be a vacancy in the office of Assistant-Solicitor to the 
Treasury, the president addressed a letter to the late Mr. W. H. Smith, 
and again after his death to Mr. Balfour, suggesting that when the vacancy 
occurred the just rights of solicitors should be taken into consideration, 
and Mr. Balfour replied that the matter would have his attention when 
the vacancy arose. 

To be continued. 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE MAYOR’S COURT OF LONDON, RULES, 1892. 
[Published hy permission of the Registrar.) 
Made in pursuance of the Mayor’s Court of London Procedure Act, 1857, 
20 & 21 Viet. ¢. clrii., The Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1884, 47 
& 48 Vict. c. 61, and the Debtors Act, 1869, 32 & 38 Vict. c. 62. 


The letters and figures in the margin refer to the corresponding Rules of the Rules 
of the Supreme Court, 1883. 
ORDER I. 
Partnerships and Firms. 

1. O. xtvm., A. r. 1.] Any two or more persons claiming or being 
liable as co-partners and carrying on business within the jurisdiction may 
sue or be sued in the name of the respective firms, if any, of which such 
persons were co-partners at the time of the accruing of the cause of action ; 
and any party to an action may in such case apply at Chambers to a judge 
for a statement of the names and addresses of the persons who were, at the 
time of the accruing of the cause of action, co-partners in any such firm, 
to be furnished in such manner, and verified on oath or otherwise, as the 
judge may direct. 

2. O. xuvin., A. r. 2.) When a plaint is sued out by partners in the 
name of their firm, the plaintiffs or their solicitors shall, on demand in 
writing by or on behalf of any defendant, forthwith declare in writing the 
names and places of residence of all the perrons constituting the firm on 
whose behalf the action is brought. And if the plaintiffs or their solicitors 
eha]l fail to comply with such demand, all proceedings in the action may, 
upon an application for that purpose, be stayed upon such terms as the 
court or a judge may direct. And when the names of the partners are so 
declared, the action shall proceed in the same manner and the same con- 
sequences in all respects shall follow as if they had been named as the 
plaintiffs in the plaint. But all the proceedings shall, nevertheless, con- 
tinue in the name of the firm. 

3. O. xiviu., A.r. 3.] Where persons are sued as partners in the name 
of their firm under Rule 1, the plaint thall be served cither upon any one 
or more of the partners or at the principal place, within the jurisdiction, 
of the business of the partnership upon any person having at the time of 
service the control or management of the partnership business there; and, 
subject to these rules, such service shall be deemed good service upon the 
firm so sued, whether any of the members thereof are out of the jurisdic- 


tion or not: provided that in the case of a co-partnership which has been 
dissolved to the knowledge of the plaintiff before the commencement of 


the action, the plaint shall be served upon every person within the juris- 
diction sought to be made liable. 


4. O. xivu., A. r.4.] Where a plaint is issued against a firm, and is 


served as directed by Rule 4, every person upon whom it is served shall be 
by notice in writing given at the time of such service whether he 








is served as a partner or as a person having the control or management of 
the partnership business, or in both characters. In default of such notice, 
the person served shall be deemed to be served as a partner. 

5. O. xtvut., A. r. 5.] » Where persons are sued as partners in the name 

of their firm, they shall appear individually in their own names; but al] 
subsequent proceedings shall, nevertheless, continue in the name of the 
firm. 
6. O. xtvutr., A. r. 6.] Where a writ is served under Rule 3, upon a 
person having the control or management of the partnership business, no 
appearance by him shall be necessary unless he is a member of the firm 
sued. 

7. O. xtvm1., A.r. 7.] Any person served as a partner under Rule 3, 
may enter an appearance under protest, denying that he is a partner, but 
such appearance shall not preclude the plaintiff from otherwise serving the 
firm and obtaining judgment against the firm in default of appearance if 
no partner has entered an appearance in the ordinary form. 

8. O. xtvm1., A. r. 8.] Where a judgment or order is against a firm, 
execution may issue : 

(2) Against any property of the partnership within the jurisdiction ; 
(4) Against any person who has appeared in his own name under Rule 
5 or 6, or who has admitted on the pleadings that he is, or who 
has been adjudged to be a partner ; 
(ce) Against any person who has been individually served, as a partner, 
with the plaint, and has failed to appear. 
If the party who has obtained judgment or an order claims to be entitled 
to issue execution against any other person as being a member of the firm, 
he may apply to the court or a judge for leave so to do; and the court or 
judge may give such leave if the liability be not disputed, or if such 
liability be disputed may order that the liability of such person be tried 
and determined in any manner in which any issue or question in an action 
may be tried and determined. But except as against any property of the 
partnership, a judgment against a firm shall not render liable, release, or 
otherwise affect any member thereof who was out of the jurisdiction when 
the plaint was issued, and who has not appeared to the plaint unless he 
has been served within the jurisdiction after the plaint in the action was 
issued. 

9. O. xtvmr., A. r. 9.] Debts owing from a firm carrying on business 
within the jurisdiction may be attached, although one or more members of 
such firm may be resident abroad: provided that any person having the 


control or management of the partnership business or any member of the 
firm within the jurisdiction is served with the garnishee order. An 


appearance by any member pursuant to an order shall be a sufficient 
appearance by the firm. 

10. O. xtvm., A. r. 10.] The aboverules shall apply to actions between 
a firm and one or more of its members, and to actions between firms 
having one or more members in common, provided such firm or firms carry 
on business within the jurisdiction, but no execution shall be issued in 
such actions without leave of the Court or a Judge, and on an application 
for leave to issue such execution all such accounts and inquiries may be 
directed to be taken and made, and directions given, as may be just. 

11. O. xtvm., A. r.11.] Any person carrying on business within the 
jurisdiction in a name or style other than his own name may be sued in 


| such name or style as if it were a firm name; and, so far as the nature of 


the case will permit, all rules relating to proceedings against firms shall 


apply. 
sa ORDER II. 
Third Party Procedure. 

1. O. xv1., r. 48.] Where a defendant claims to be entitled to contri- 
bution, or indemnity over against any person not a party to the action, 
he may, by leave of the Court ora Judge, issue a notice (herein-after called 
the third-party notice) to that effect, stamped with the seal with which 
plaints are sealed. A copy of such notice shall be filed with the proper 
officer and served on such person according to the rules relating to the 
service of plaints. ‘The notice shall state the nature and grounds of the 
claim, and shall, unless otherwise ordered by the Court or a Judge, be 
served within the time limited for delivering his defence. Such notice 
may be in the form or to the effect of the Form No. 1 in Appendix A., 
with such variations as circumstances may require, and therewith shall be 
served a copy of the declaration, or if there be no declaration, then a copy 
of the plaint in the action. 

2. O. xv1., r. 49.] Ifa person not a party to the action, who is served 
as mentioned in Rule 1 (herein-after called the third party), desires to 
dispute the plaintiff’s claim in the action as against the defendant on 
whose behalf the notice has been given, or his own liability to the 
defendant, the third party must enter an appearance in the action 
within eight days from the service of the notice. In default of his so 
doing, he shall be deemed to admit the validity of the judgment 
obtained against such defendant, whether obtained by consent or 
otherwise, and his own liability to contribute or imdemnify, as the case 
may be, to the extent claimed in the third-party notice. Provided always, 
that a person so served and failing to appear within the said period of 
eight days may apply to the Court or a Judge for leave to appear, and 
such leave may be given upon such terms, if any, as the Court or Judge 
shall think fit. 

3. O. xvu., x. 50.) Where a third party makes default in entering an 
appearance in the action, in case the defendant giving the notice suffer 
judgment by default, he shall be entitled at any time, after satisfaction of 
the judgment against himeelf, or before such satisfaction by leave of the 
Court or a Judge, to enter judgment against the third party to the extent 
of the contribution or indemnity claimed in the third-party notice: pro- 
vided that it ehall be lawful for the Court or a Judge to set aside or vary 
such judgment upon such terns as may eeem just. 
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4, O. xv1., r. 51.] Where a third party makes default in entering an 
appearance in the action, in case the action is tried and results in favour 
or the plaintiff, the Judge who tries the action may, at or after the trial, 
enter such judgment as the nature of the case may require for the defend- 
ant giving the notice against the third party: provided that execution 
thereof be not issued without leave of the Judge until after satisfaction by 
such defendant of the verdict or judgment against him. And if the 
action is finally decided in the plaintiff’s favour, otherwise than. by trial, 
the Court or a Judge may, on application or summons or motion, as the 
case may be, order such judgment as the nature of the case may require to 
be entered for the defendant giving the notice against the third party at 
any time after satisfaction by the defendant of the amount recovered by 
the plaintiff against him. 

5. O. xvr., r. 52.] If a third party appears pursuant to the third-party 
notice, the defendant giving the notice may apply to the Court or a Judge 
for directions, and the Court or Judge, upon the hearing of such applica- 
tion, may, if satisfied that there is a question proper to be tried as to the 
liability of the third party to make the contribution or indemnity claimed, 
in whole or in part, order the question of such liability, as between the 
third party and the defendant giving the notice to be tried in such 
manner, at or after the trial of the action, as the Court or Judge may 
direct ; and, if not so satisfied, may order such judgment as the nature of 
the case may require to be entered in favour of the defendant giving the 
notice against the third party. 

6. O. xv1., r. 53.] The Court or a Judge upon the hearing of the ap- 
plication mentioned in Rule 5, may, if it shall appear desirable to do so, 
give the third party liberty to defend the action, upon such terms as may 
be just, or to appear at the trial and take such part therein as may be 
just, and generally may order such proceedings to be taken, documents 
to be delivered, or amendments to be made, and give such directions as 
to the Court or Judge shall appear proper for having the question most 
conveniently determined, and as to the mode and extent in or to which 
the third party shall be bound or made liable by the judgment in the 
action. 

7. O. xvt., vr. 54.] The Court or a Judge may decide all questions of 
costs, as between a third party and the other parties to the action, and 
may order any one or more to pay the costs of any other, or others, or give 
such direction as to costs as the justice of the case may require. 

8. O. xvt., r. 55.] Where a defendant claims to be entitled to con- 
tribution or indemnity against any other defendant to the action, a notice 
may be issued and the same procedure shall be adopted, for the deter- 
mination of such questions between the defendant, as would be issued 
and taken against such other defendant, if such last-mentioned defendant 
were a third party: but nothing herein contained shall prejudice the 
rights of the plaintiff against any defendant in the action. 

(Zo be continued.) 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

Mr. Cuartes Grevitte Pripeavx, Q.C., Recorder of Bristol, died on the 
18th inst., at the age of eighty-one. He was the eldest son of Mr. Neart 
Grevile Prideaux, of Bristol, and was born on the 19th of December, 1810. 
He was M.A. of Balliol College, Oxford. He became a student at Lincoln’s- 
inn on the 4th of May, 1832, was called to the bar on the 3rd of 
May, 1836, and was admitted a barrister of the Middle Temple ad eundem 
on the 4th of March, 1847. He was appointed Q.C. on the 15th of 
December, 1866, and a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn on the 11th of January, 
1867. He was a member of the Western Circuit, recorder of Bristol, and 
judge of the Bristol Tolzey and Pie Poudre Courts since 1879. He had 
previously been recorder of Helston from 1868 to 1876 and of Exeter from 
1876 to 1879. He was the author of ‘‘ A Practical Guide to the Duties of 
Churchwardens, and of the ‘‘ Registration of Voters Act.” He married 
Catherine} Ann, daughter of the late Rev, Noblett Ruddock, vicar of 
Stockland, Bristol, and Westbury-cum-Priddy, Somerset. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Nevitie, Q.C., M.P., and Mr. Pureson Beatz, Q.C., have been 
elected Benchers of the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn, in succession 
to the late Sir Charles Butt aud the late Mr. E, K. Karslake, Q.C. 

L) 


CUANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIsso.vuTion. 
Francis Pronyn Dienton and Artuur Hernert Onsiow, solicitors 
(Probyn Dighton & Onslow), Cheltenham. May 20. [Gazette, June 21. 


GENERAL. 

The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council resumed their sittings on 
Monday after the Whitsuntide vacation. Their first list of causes shews 
fourteen appeals for decision—from Bengal, four; Ontario, two; Lower 
Canada, two ; Supreme Court, Canada, two; Nova Scotia, Bombay, New- 
foundland, and Central Provinces, one each. There are also two patent 








cases for hearing and five judgments for delivery, including that in the | 


ecclesiastical case of Read and Others v. The Bishop of Lincoln. 

The 7imes says that the Council of Judges made so much progress with 
the 101 resolutions before them on Tuesday last that it was expected that 
all would be disposed of at a short sitting fixed for Thursday. The greater 
part of the proposals of the committee have been adopted, and will form 
the busis of rules to be framed by the Rule Committee. They will involve 
important changes in procedure on the equity and common law sides, It is 








understood that there will in all actions be one summons, at the hearing of 
which the issues will be settled; that a will not, at common law, 
be permitted unless by special order ; that there will be one taxing board ; 
and that, with a view to do away with the abuses connected with the 
existence of two classes of costs—those between solicitor and client and 
those between party and party—the taxing masters will have large powers 
as to allowing the successful litigant all reasonable charges and costs. It 
is also understood that there will be considerable changes on the equity 
side—one being to throw upon the chief clerks more responsibility. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Recistrars in ATTENDANCE ON 





Dati AppgraL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ta No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, June..............-++ 27 Mr. Leach Mr. Rolt Mr. Carrington 
mm 28 Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
29 Leach Rolt i 
..30 Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
i Leach Bolt Carrington 
Godfrey Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srreuiva. Kexewicu Romer. 
Mr. Beal Mr. Ward Mr. Jackson 
Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Beal Ward Jackson 
Pugh Pemberten Clowes 
Beal Ward Jackson 
Pugh Pemberton Clowes 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1892. 
APPEALS ror HEARING. 
(Set down to Saturday, June 4, inclusive.) 
(Continued from page 576.) 
FROM THE CHANCERY AND PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
* DIVISIONS. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1892. 

Universal Stock Exchange ld v Stevens Stevens y Universal Stock Ex- 
change ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Romer, dated April 
27, 1892 May 6 

Ryan v Mutual Tontine Westminster Chmbrs Assoc, ld (specific 
performance of regulations contained in leases) app of dfts from judgt 
of Mr Justice A L Smith (for Mr Justice Romer), dated Feb 15, 1892 
May 7 

Webb v Harden app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Romer, dated June 
30, 1891, declaring leasehold property not subject to charge May 10 

Hawksley v Outram Hawksley v Outram Outram v Hawksley app of 
pits in original action from judgt of Mr Justice Romer, dated May 10, 
1892 May 12 (abated by death of dft Edward Outram) 

Boaler v Brodhurst app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 
March 1, 1892, on issues directed before trial of action May 17 

Secretary of State in Council of Tudia v British Empire Mutual Life Assce 
Soc app of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 10, 1892 
May 18 

In re C W Pridham, dec (special power in partnership articles) Rugg v 
Sparshatt app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Stirling, dated March 
26,1892 May 19 

In re William Gue, dec (construction of will) Smith vGue app of dfts 
F Gue and ors from order of Mr Justice North, dated May 13, on origin- 
ating summons May 26 ; 

Barber v Mackrell app of Charles Magnay (claimant) from order of Mr 
Justice North, dated May 12, on appln to vary certificate disallowing 
claim for debt, interest, and costs May 31 

In re W Holmes, dec (restraint on alienation—construction of will) 
Hallows v Holmes app of plt from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
March 5, 1892 June 2 

Gadd v The Mayor, &c, of Manchester app of plts from judgt of Mr Jus- 
tice Kekewich, dated May 26, 1892 June 2 

In re M F Willoughby’s Estate Bates vRumball app of pits from judgt 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 26, declaring trust in favour of 
daughter not released June 3 

In re Betts’ Settlement Trusts Cheswright v Campbell 
W HN Betts from judgt of Mr Justice Chitty, dated Mare 
June 3 

In re Charles Doane, dec Symonds v Artists’ Benevolent Fund and ors 
app of dfts Artists’ General Benevolent Institution from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated May 7, 1892 June 4 

From the County Palatine Court of Lancaster. 


(Interlocutory List.) 
1891 


app of dft 
30, 1892 


Heenan v Ives app of plt from order of the Vice-Chancellor, dated Dec 
21, refusing to continue interim injunction restraining deft from inter- 
ference with execution of contract Deo 30 (S O Aug 4) 


(Final List.) 
1892. 


In re Carter, dec, Carter y Carter (charge on residuary estate for mort. 
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ees’ costs) app of pltff from order of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 

April 13, 1892 May 5 

Cook v Johnstone (partnership) app of pltffs from judgt of F Willis 
Taylor, Esq (Registrar Liverpool District), dated March 18, sitting as 
deputy-judge for the Vice-Chancellor. May 11 Security ordered May 26 

Simpson v Union Bank of Manchester, 1d (mortgage) app of defts from 
judgt of the Vice-Chancellor, dated March 31, 1892 May 18 

In re W Bennett, dec Petition of P Blackburn & anr (construction) app 
of petnrs from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor, dated April 13, 1892 
May 24 


From the Chancery and Probate and Divorce Divisions. 
Interlocutory List. 
1892. 

Crick vy Graburn app of dft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Feb 22, directing dismissal of action against trustees and refusing 
liberty to continue action against both dfts May 26 

Probate MST StannusvC Greene & anr app of C Greene from order 
of the President (Sir F Jeune), dated May 17 directing par 6 of dft C 
Greene’s defence and par 3 of counter claims to be struck out May 30 

Divorce Thompson v Rourke app of Eleanor G Thompson (suing in 
forma pauperis) from order of the President (Sir Francis H Jeune), 
dated May 31, refusing appIn for trial by jury June 1 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND ADMIRALTY DIVISIONS. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1892. 

Ship Schwan (damage) Owners of Ship All:ano v Owners of Ship Schwan 
app of defts from judgt of the President (Sir Francis Jeune), dated 
March 22, 1892 May 2 Without assessors 

Surbiton Improvement Commissioners v The Governor and Company of 
the Chelsea Water Works Co app of dft Co from judgt of Justices Day 
and Charles, dated April 27, on special case May 7 

Thos. Smith £ Cov B C Badham & Co app of dfts from judgt of Justices 
Mathew and Collins, dated May 4, directing same for plt on counter 
claim on app from official referee May 9 

Tichborne, Bart v Weir app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Cave, dated 
May 6, at trial without a jury in Middlesex May 11 

The County Council of Montgomeryshire v Pryce-Jones app of plt from 
judgt of Justices Day and Charles, dated April 27, on special case May 

1 


1 

Threlfall v Bonaparte app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Cave, dated 
April 26, at trial without a jury in Middlesex May 13 

Brandon v The National Securities Corpn 1d app of plt from judgt of Mr 
Justice Cave, dated May 10, at trial without a jury in Middlesex May 
14 

Freemantle v Laffitte app of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice Cave, dated 
May 12, at trial without a jury in Middlesex May 18 

Howard v Appleton app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice A L Smith, 
dated May 11, at trial without a jury in Middlesex May 18 

English & Scottish Mercantile Investment Trust, 1d v Brunton app of 
dit from judgt of Mr Justice Charles, dated April 26, at trial of inter- 
pleader issue without a jury in Middlesex May 20 

The Liverpool Corn ‘Trade Assocn ld v The Great Western Ry Co appl of 
The Liverpool, &c, Assocn from judgmt of Mr Justice Wills, Sir Fredk 
Peel, and Viscount Cobham, dated May 2, dismissing applnt’s applica- 
tion May 21 

Runtz v anr v Longbourne & ors appl of pliffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated May 13, at trial without a jury in Middlesex May 24 

Hewlett v Allen & Son (Q B Crown Side) appl of pltff from judgt of 
Justices Day & Charles, dated May 6, on appeal from County Court 
May 25 

The East London Water Works Co v Kellerman (Q B Crown Side) appl 
of deft from judgt of Justices Day and Charles, dated May 9, on appl 
from County Court May 25 

Wilding v Moullin appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated 
May 18, at trial without a jury in Middlx if judgt not reversed then for 
Commission to examine a witness and new trial May 26 

Maurean v De Leuville appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Cave, 
dated May 7, at trial without a jury in Middlx May 26 

The Guardians of the Poor of West Ham Union v The Guardians of the 
Poor of St Matthew, Bethnal Green (Q.B. Crown Side) app of West 
Ham Union from jdgt of Baron Pollock & Mr Justice Vaughan Williams, 
dated May 6, affirming order of Sessions on case stated May 27 





The Rose (Klerksdorp) Gold Mining Co v Noott app of dfts from jdgt of 
Baron Pollock, dated May 23, at trial without a jury in Middlesex 
May 21 


Avsicurazione Generali & anr Co v the SS Bessie Norris Cold & anr app 
of dft W G Browne frem jdgt of Mr Justice Collins, dated Feb 20. at | 


trial without a jury in Middlesex May 31 
Trechmann v Horne & Co app of plt from jdgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated May 19, at tria] without a jury at Guildhall May 31 


Smith v Roberts app of plt from jdgt of Mr Justice 

April 12, at trial without a jury in Middlesex May 31 
J Pigott app of dft from jdgt of Mr 
ja] in Middlesex 


Denim in, dated 


Gulgong Alluvial Gold Fields 
Justice Lawrance, dated Mar 
June 2 

Pepperell v City & South London Ry Co app of pit in person from jdgt | 
5 ~~ meee Wills, dated May 23, at trial without a jury in Middlesex | 
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New Trial Paper. 
1892. 


Thomson, Bros, & Co v Sharp, Murray, & Co appln of plts for judgt o 
new trial on app from verdict & judgt, dated March 29, at trial before 
the Lord Chief Justice and a special jury at Liverpool April 11 

Regan v Le Grand & anr appln of dfts F G Le Grand & anr for judgt 
new trial on app from verdict and judgt dated April 9, at trial before 
Mr Justice Collins and a special jury at Liverpool Regan v Le Grand & 
anr appln of dfts W Blevin & Son for judgt or new trial on app from 
same verdict and judgt April 21 

Bland v Gordon appln of dft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
& judgt dated April 2, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and 4 
common jury in Middlesex April 23 

Baxter v Oliver & anr appln of plt for judgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and judgt dated March 22, at trial before Mr. Justice Wright 
and a special jury at Durham April 23 

Kuhnel v Hemingway appln of plt for judgt or new trial con app from 
verdict & judgt dated March 29, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham 
and a common jury at Leeds April 25 

Chancery Action (Manchester DR—Kekewich, J) Reece v Jones, Reece & 
Cold & anr app of defts for judgt or new trial on app from judgt or 
new trial on app from verdict & judgt dated April 5 & 6, before Mr 
Justice Collins and a special jury at Liverpool April 25 

Eyre v Highway Board of the New Forest Union appln of plt for judgt 
or new trial on app from verdict and judgt dated April 1, at trial 
before Mr Justice Wills and a special jury at Winchester April 25 

Brewster & ors v National Life Ass¢e Soc appln of deft for judgt or new 
trial on app from verdict and judgt dated April 4, at trial before Mr, 
Justice Grantham and a jury at Leeds April 29 

Cook v Johnstone appln of plt for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
& judgt at trial before Mr Justice Collins and a common jury at Man- 
chester April 29 (security ordered 16 May) 

Mayor, &c of Kingston-upon-Hull v Turner & ors appln of defts Turner 
& anr for judgt or new trial on app from verdict and judgt dated April 
9, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a jury at Leeds Same 
Action appln of deft Harding for judgt or new trial on appeal from 
same verdict and judgt April 30 : 

Johnston & Co v Houston appln of plt for judgt or new trial on app 
from verdict & judgt dated April 4, at trial before Mr Justice Collins 
and a special jury at Liverpool May 2 

Meredith v Jones appln of dfts for judgt or new trial on app from ver- 
dict and judgt dated March 24, at trial before Mr Justice Charles anda 
special jury at Brecon May 4 

Fenwick v Knight appln of dft for judgt or new trial on app from ver- 
dict and judgt dated April 28, at trial before Mr Justice Collins anda 
common jury in Middlesex May 6 ; 

Bellite Explosives, 1d v Cunliffe appln of dft for judgt or new trial on 
app from verdict and judgt dated April 29, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and a special jury at Guildhall May 9 

Middleton v London General Omnibus Co, 1d appln of dfts for judgt or 
new trial on app from verdict and judgt dated April 30, at trial before 
Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury at Guildhall May 10 

Gruyelle v Agency and Exploration Co of Australasia, ld and anr app of 
pit for judgt or new trial against dft Alston cn app from verdict and 
judgt dated May 5, at trial before Mr Justice Wright and a special jury 
at Guildhall May 14 

Edwards, Saunders, & Co v Chadwick & Co appln of dfts for judgt or 
new trial on app from verdict and judgt dated May 9, at trial before Mr 
Justice Wills and a special jury in Middlesex May 18 

Pope & Pearson, 1d, & ors v Buenos Ayres Gas Co, 1d appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on app from special findings and judgt, dated April 
29, at trial before Mr Justice Wright and a special jury at Guildhall 
May 18 

Pi lan v Allen Brown, ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial on app 
from verdict and judgt, dated March 16, at trial before Mr Justice 
Wright and a common jury at Durham May 19 

Gillson v London and India Docks Joint Committee appln of pltff for 
judgt or new trial on app from verdict and judgt, dated May 2, at trial 
before Mr Justice Wright and a special jury at Guildhall May 23 

Ellis v Strand District Board of Works appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on app from verdict and judgt, dated May 6, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and a common jury at Middlesex May 23 


| Branson & anr v Relf appln of plt for judgt or new trial on app from 


verdict and judgt, dated May 10, at trial before the Lord Chief Justice 
and a special jury in Middlesex May 24 

Smith v The Edison United Phonograph Co appln of plts for judgt ot 
new trial on app from verdict & judgt dated May 18, at trial before Mr 
Justice Day and a special jury in Middlesex May 25 

Beecher v Odell appln of deft for new trial or for judgt as to costs on 
app from verdict & judgt dated May 5, at trial before Mr Justice Wills 
and a special jury in Middlesex May 26 

Scott v Brown & Co Slaughter & aur v Brown & Co (consolidated by 
order of Court of Appeal) appln of plts in both actions for new trial 
on app from verdict & judgt dated May 7, at trial before Mr. Justice 
Wright and a special jury at Guildhall May 26 

Clarke vy South Western Investment & Advance Co,ld appln of plt for 
judgt or new trial between parties to counter claim on app from verdict 
& judgt dated May 18, at trial before Mr Justice Day and a special jury 
in Middlesex May 26 (security order May 30) 

J Dreyfus & Coy Allen appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and judgt dated May 7, at trial before Mr Justice Wright and 4 
special jury at Guildhall May 27 
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Avis v Gt Eastern Ry Co appin of defts for judgt or new trial on app 
from verdict & judgt dated May 20, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance 
and a common jury in Middlesex May 28 

Milner v Cleathero & Nichols, 1d appln of plts for judgt or new trial on 
app from verdict & judgt dated May 17, at trial before Mr Justice 
Wright and a common jury at Guildhall May 30 

Tilkins & Wife v Greaves app of deft for judgt or new trial on app from 
verdict & judgt dated May 13, at trial before the Lord Chief Justice and 
a special jury in Middlesex June 1 

Tyrrell v Grey appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
‘€ judgt dated May 19, at trial before the Lord Chief Justice and a special 
jury in Middlesex June 2 

Osborn & anr vy The Taff Vale Ry Co appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on app from verdict & judgt dated April 8, at trial before Mr Justice 
Day and a special jury at Bristol June 3 

Battams & anr v Tompkins appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app 
from verdict & judgt dated May 13, at trial before Mr Justice Hawkins 
and a special jury in Middlesex June 3 

The Mayor, &c, of Kingston-upon-Hull v Turner & ors 


ee 






t judgt or 
‘ial before 
11 






* judgt or 
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> Grand & 
app from 
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2 Wright 








app from applu of deft 
















he £ . . . . 
wntham Harding for judgt or new trial on app from verdict & judgt dated May 
Reece & 98, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and special jury at Leeds 

judgt or June 4 

ore a FROM PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION. 

a (ADMIRALTY.) 

at trie For Hearing. 

ox With Nautical Assessors. 

5 Or hew 1892. 

ore Mr, Ship Oceana (damage) Sharp v Watkins Ship Elemore (damage) Watkins 

; vy Sharp app of dft in Ist action from judgt of the President (Sir 

verdict Charles Butt’, dated Dec 19,1891 Jan 18 

t Man- Ship Amazon (damage) H. Summers & ors v Owners of The Amazon app 






of defts from judgt of the President (Sir Francis Jeune), dated March 
4,1892 March 25 





Turner 




























































d April Ship Heinrich Cruse (damage) Owners of the Maine v Owners of The, 
Same Heinrich Cruse app of dfts from judgt of The President (Sir Charles 
i from Butt), dated Dec 14,1891 April 8 

Ship Argomene (damage) Owners of Ship Argomene appl of defts 
on app from judgt of The President (Sir Charles Butt), dated April 2, 1892 
Collins April 23 

Ship Wilfred (damage) Owners of Ship Skinningrove v Owners of Ship 
m ver- Wilfred appl of pltffs from judgt of The President (Sir Francis Jeune), 
3 anda dated March 31, 1892 April 25 

Ship Benbow (salvage) Owners of Ship Carlisle & ors v Owners of Ship 
m ver- Benbow, cargo and freight appl of defts from judgt of The President 
sand a (Sir Francis Jeune), dated May 10, 1892 May 14 

: Ship Barmston (damage) J Ramsden & Co v Owners of ss Barmston app 
rial on of pltffs from judgt of the President (Sir Francis Jeune), dated May 16, 
Justice 1892 May 26 Ae: 

Ship Indra (damage) Ferd Laecsy & ors v Owners of Ship Indra and 
dgt or Freight appl of defts from judgment of the President (Sir Francis 
before Jeune), dated May 23, 1892 June 1 
pp of FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 

t and Interlocutory List. 
l jury 1892. 

The Queen on prosecution of Saqui & Samuel v The City & South London 
ligt or Ry Co (Q B Crown Side) app of prosecutors from order of Justices Day 
re Mr & Charles, dated May 4, discharging order nisi for certiorari for inquisi- 

tion on compensation enquiry May 23 
ts for Woolley v Board app of pltffs from order of Justices Day & Charles, 
April dated May 13, affirming order giving unconditional liberty to amend 
Idhall particulars of defence May 24 ; 

Deighton v Jenner app of deft from order of Justices Mathew and A L 
a app Smith, dated May 6, affirming refusal of unconditional leave to defend 
istice May 24 (security ordered May 30) 

a Charles vy Shepherd app of pltff from order of Justices Mathew and A L 

ff for Smith, dated May 15, for reference to official referee of what amount 

trial due & that judgt for pltff in actn may be directed May 26 

: Jenner vy Morgan Jenner v Peacock (Q B Crown Side) Jenner v Latty 

‘new app of plt from order of Justices Day and Charles, dated May 1i, 

e Mr refusing to restore action for trial in which judgment given in appel- 

lant’s absence through illness May 28 

from Giles & anr v Sawer, Mead, & Co, & anr Co app of dfts, Fairway SS Co, 

tice from order of Justices Mathew and A L Smith, dated May 23, setting 
aside judgt only upon terms that defence of statute of limitation be not 

t or set up May 30 

e Mr Saunders & anr v Wiel app of plt from order of Justices Day and Charles, 
dated May 14, rescinding master's order for further affidavit in answer 

8 on to plt’s interrogatories May 30 

Vills Golding v The Order of La Sainte Union des Sacrés Cours app of plt 
from order of Justices Day and Charles, dated May 13, setting aside 

l by service of writ of sumns for irregularity or for order for substituted 

trial service June 1 : 

wg N B.—The following Queen's Bench Interlocutory Appeals stand over until 

for after Boaler vy. Broadhurst (Chancery Appeal, No. 16) is disposed of, 

dict Boaler, on behalf, &c vy The Briton Medical & General Life Assoc, ld app 

ary of plt in person from order of Justices Mathew and Collins, dated May 2, 
affirming order staying plt’s action May 17 

rom er, on behalf, &c v The Briton Medical & General Life Assoc, ld app 

da of plt in person from order of Justices Mathew and Collins, dated May 2, 





dismissing plt’s application to strike out appearance May 17 








¥YROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION: 
(Sitting in Bankruptcy.) 
Appeals (in Bankruptcy). 

In re J E Vince, Expte Exors of Dudley Baxter (a creditor) app of 
exors from order of Divisional Court, dated Feb 15, reversing order of 
Norwich County Court directing trustee to admit proof 

In re A Whiteley, Expte W M Gray (trustee) app of trustee from order 
of Justices Vaughan Williams and Collins, dated Feb 10, discharging 
order of county court judge as to liability of alleged joint business to 
pay creditors 

In re Mark Howes, Expte N T Hughes & ors app of N T Hughes & ors 
from order of Baron Pollock and Mr Justice Vaughan Williams, dated 
May 10, setting aside bankruptcy notice on appeal from Stafford County 
Court 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Trinity Srrrines, 1892. 
(Continued from page 579.) 
Crown Paper. 
For Argument. 

London Gray v Levin Mayor’s Court Deft’s appeal 
Middlesex ‘The Queen v Burrows (expte Robinson) Nisi for quo warran- 
to as vestry clerk of Tottenham 


Surrey, Lambeth Ness (trading, &c) v Dunning County Court Pitff’s 
appeal 

Middlesex, Westminster Hamilton vy Cox and anr County Court Deft’s 
appeal 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Burnham v Dorrell anr County Court Pltfi’s 


appeal 

Kent’ ‘The Queea v Sheerness Local Board (expte Drake & ors) Nisi for 
mandaruus to levy rate 

Lancashire, Liverpool McCracken v West Derby Local Board ‘county 
court dfts’ app 

London Constable & Cov Sellers county court plts’ app 

Yorkshire, Leeds Cunningham v Gould & anr county court pit’s app 

London Crocker v Gale & anr county court plt’s app 

Essex, Brentwood Clarke v Varty county court plt’s app 

Met Pol Dist Rolfe v Thompson Magistrate’s case 

Monmouthshire Price v James Magistrate’s case 

Cumberland Kearney v Whitehaven Colliery Co Magistrate’s case 

London Taylor v Garnett € anr (sued &c) Mayor’sCourt dfts’ app 

Yorkshire, Bradford Bottomley Bros v Furnival & Co County Court 
Pits’ appl 

Met Pol Dist The Queen v Bros, Esq, Met Pol Mag & Skinners’ Co 
(ex pte St Pancras Vestry) Nisi to issue smns 

Lancashire The Queen v Dolby (ex pte County Council € ors) 
certiorari & auditor’s disallowance 

Lancashire The Queen v Dolby (ex pte R Smith & ors) Nisi and certiorari 
& auditor’s disallowance 

Yorkshire (W R) Bosomworth v Bridge Magistrate’s case 

London Daley v Scrutton, Sons & Co County Court Pit’s appl 

London London County Council v St George’s Union, London Order of 
Sessions and Case (Valuation Metropolis Act, 1869, 32 & 33 Vic c 67 

London Same v Woolwich Union order of sessions and case (Valuation 
Metropolis Act, 1869, 32 & 33 Vict. c. 67) 

England ‘The Queen (on prosecution of Pearse) v Secretary of the National 
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children, at Brighton, & anr 
Nisi and habeas corpus for Rose Absolom 

Gloucestershire, Cheltenham Peacey v Hopton County court 


Nisi and 


pit’s app 


Middlesex, Westminster Stephens v Henry (Collins, clmnt) County 
court plt’s app 

Dorsetshire, Poole Hookey v Higdon County court deft’s app 

Dorsetshire, Blandford Farquharson v Morgan County court special 


case (Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883) 


Revenve Parser. 
Causes and Petition for Hearing. 

Attorney-Gen v His Grace the Duke of Rutland By English information 
Attorney-Gen v Robertson By English information and answer 
Attorney-Gen v The Lord Aberdare & ors By English information and 

answer 
In re Duty on the Estate of the Trustees of the Will of the late Sir T 

Gresham and In re Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1885 Petition 

against Assessment to Corporation Duty 

Cases Stated as to Income Tax and Stamp Duty. 





Whitehead, Applt, and Wilson (Surveyor of Taxes), Respt 
| Andrews (Surveyor of Taxes), Aree. and The Mayor, &c, of Bristol, ——_ 
| The Anglo-Continental (late Ohlendorff's) Guano Works, Applts, and Bell, 

(Surveyor of Taxes), Respt 
Phoebe Green (Widow), Applt, and Vivian (Surveyor of Taxes), Respt 
Rothschild & Sons, Applts, and The Commissioners of Inland Revenue, 

Reepts 
| Steele, Applt, and Fowler (Surveyor of Taxes), Respt 

Arrrats ANd Mortons ty Bayxrvrrtcy. 
Appeals for hearing before a Divisional Court Sitting in Bankrauptoy. 

Expte Bellamy 
Expte Hodgson 





In re Bellamy 
Tn re Jackson 
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" Expte B London Gazette.—Turspay, June 21, 
fee Mattes Expte Stronts JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
In re Bond Expte Long Luwrep ry CHANCERY. 
In re Herbert Expte Jones FatFiELD Srensne Co, Lim1rep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 3, to send 


Motions in Bankruptcy for hearing before Mr. Justice VaucHan WILLIAMS. 
Tn re McAlister Expte McAlister pt hd 

In re Goldberg Expte Goldberg 

In re Linton Expte Debtor v Browne & ors 


In re Taylor Expte Trustee v Darling & anr 

In re Grain Expte Lee 

In re Alderson Expte Alderson v Kirby 

In re Knight Expte Salaman v Becker 

In re Hilder Expte Hilder v Official Receiver 

In re Cohn Expte Levi v Edwards 

In re Cohn Expte Neidersachsische Bank v Edwards 
In re Scott Expte Scott 

In re Williams Expte Ealing, &c, Laundries Co v Palmer 
Tn re Same Expte London Laundries Co 


In re Linton Expte Finlay v Baker 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTH. 


Warey.—June 20, at Avishayes, Shaftesbury, Dorset, the wife of Henry C. Warry, 
solicitor, of a daughter. 
MARRIAGE. 


Barxarp—Beyrvus.—June 17, Lionel Henry Barnard, of 1 and 2, Poultry, London, E.C., 
solicitor, to Edith, eldest daughter of the late Henry Beyfus. 
DEATH. 
ie 21, Francis Webb, barrister, of 60, Warwick-gardens, Kensington, W., 
a 70. 








‘WakxinG To tnTENpInc House Puncuasers & Lessees.— Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Gflices, &c.—[ Apvt.] 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuurtep 1x CHANCERY. 
Batworar”’ Steamsuir Co, Liurrep—Petn for windiog up, presented June 15, directed 
to be heard on June 25. Piesse & Son, Old Jewry chmbrs, solors for petners. Notice of 
as must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
une 24 
~oLteman & Co, Liunstep—Petn for winding up, presented June 13, directed to be heard 
on June 25. Norman & Co, New ct, Lincoln’s inn, solors for petners. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 24 
Erpisctox Prvsiic Rooms Associatioy, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 18, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
ae Stanley, 39, Waterloo st, Birmingham. Smith & Co, Birmingham, solors for 
iquidator 
Keasnapotsky Restacrant axp Wixter Garpen Co, Liuirep—Petn for winding up, 
ted June 1), directed to be heard on June 25. Cou'son, Leadenhall st, solor. 
ice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
pn of June 24 
Liverroot Brock Works, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 30, to send 
ir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Alfred 
Rooke, 17, Goree piazzas, Liverpool. Garner, Liverpool, solor for liquidator 
Merar Baxp Mixtxe Co, Liurrep—-Creditors are required, on or before July 26, to send | 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles | 
Webster Harrison, 25, Westgate rd, Newcastle upon Tyne. Mather & Co, Newcastle 
upon Tyne, solors for ‘liquidator 
Mscase bee oy ay Rattway Co, Liu:tep 
heard before Vaughan Williams, J. 
Gresham b house, solors for ners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 24 
Pumptrox Horse Nat Co, Sarena reditors are required, on or before July 13, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to John Cros- | 
field, Thomas Bircher Carter, Henry Milling, John Calvin Plimpton, and John Laverock | 
Tunstall, 65, Victoria st, Liverpool 3arnes, Liverpool, solor for liquidators 
Sreairs Steamsnip “ Las,” Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 22, to 
send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
eee ar Brown Pearson, 13, Fenchurch bldgs. Stibbard & Co, Leadenhall st, solors for 
iquidator 
Wasxzrr asp Dereres Patest Savery Lamp Masvractvurnive Co, Liutrep—Petn for 
winding up, presented June 9, directed to be heard on June 25. Morley & Co, Gresham 
house, solors for er. Notice of appearing must reach the chovanmel not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 24 


+» on June 25, 


Petn for winding up, presented June 14, | 
Beaumont & Son, | 





| 


| 





| 


| 


Yoervani Co, lanes Creditors are required, on or before July 31, to send in their names | 
and addresses 


, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred 


gate st 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
emer A Fuxp Society, Perrott Inn, Quaker’s yard, Treharris, B.8.0., 
une 14 
New Fougst Farxpriy Socierr, Royal Oak Inn, Ringwood, Hants. June 15 
Oaxpvare Peemaxext Fatexpiy Society, Shakespere Hotel, Stanley rd, Kirkdale, Liver- 


June 13 
Oxuzzon Fen ave Text, Branch of the Independent Order of Rechabites, Salford Unity, 
Temperance Hall, Smith xt, Rochdale, Lancaster. June 14 


Good, 57, Moor- 


Glamorgan. | 


their names an , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Francis Hil 
Tod, 56, Coleman st. Crump & Son, Philpot lane, solors for liquidator 

IMPERIAL *Topacco Corpor ATION oF Persia, Limirep- itors are required, on or before 
Jul: to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or de 

rag Amt Robert Wellesley Grosvenor and Charles Bernard Durkin, -25, Austinfriay. 

Wilco & Co, Copthall bldgs, solors for ee no 

SANITARY Foop Co, Limrrep—Petn for di d June 18, directed to hy 
heard on July 2. Goldberg & Langdon, West. -_ 'plusboss cireus, solors for petnen, 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the a ‘ternoon 


of July 1 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
BackweE tu Frrenpty Society, George Inn, Backwell, Somerset. June 16 


“ee ToxteTH Frienpvy Sick anp Burra Society, 151, Wellington rd, Liverpogl, 
une 16 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 
Ranney, Rgemase, Avenue rd. Regent’s park, Esq. July 1. 


9 parker v Burton, Kekewich, 
er & Fisher, Park prospect, Little Queen st 


Haycrart, Gzorce Epwarp, The Broadway, Deptford, Ironmonger. June 30. Haycraft 
v Westbrook, Noi illing, Surrey House, Victoria Embankment 

Parry, Sir Tuomas Love DuxcomBE Jones, at, ryn park, Carnarvon. July§, 
Williams v Jones, North, J. Chamberlain Joh , Llandudno 








WotstTexnotme, Apa, Rochdale, Licensed Victuslier 
olme, Registrar, Manchester. Isherwood, Bury 


July 8. Davidson v Wolsten 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
Lomdon Gazette.—Turspay, June 14. 
As.itr, CHarzes, Dartford, Kent, Club Steward July 11 Geare & Co, Lincoln’s inn fidds 
Autsor, Wit.1am, Hulland Ward, co Derby, Straw Dealer Aug 1 Holland & Rigby, 


ihborne 
Baker, Epwix, New Romney, Kent, Farmer July 1 Hallett & Co, Ashford 
Beare, Epuunp, Yeovil,Gent July1 Batten, Yeovil 
Bett, DanieL, Eastbourne, Gent Augi Hillman, Lewes 
Beryxuarp, Franz, Earl’s ct rd, Kensington, Baker July 23 Ashbridge, Whitechapel i 


Beruvu ay Juuia Resecca, Warwick grdns, Kensington July 15 Wakeford & Co, Rus- 
sell s 


Bown, Rev Roby, nr Liverpool, Clerk July 9 Fletcher, Leeds 

Brivces, Cuaries, Leatherhead, Surrey July 14 Greenwood & Greenwood, Serjeants’ 
inn, Temple 

ea Atrgep Caracracus, Churchtown, Southport, Gent July 12 Woodcock & Co, 


ury 
; Davies, Rev Jouy Hamitron, Worcester July 11 Bowen, Slough, Bucks 


Dovsox, Tuomas, Weymouth, formerly Builder July 18 Andrews & Co, Weymouth 
Fie.pinG, James, Anderton, nr Chorley, Lancs, Grocer July 3 Miller, Chorley 
Franksen, Jony, Hull, Money Changer July 9 Spink, Hull 

Gattoway, Marrna, Kingston upon Hull July1 8 & A Priestman, Hull 


| Garter, Tuomas, Edenbridge, Kent July 8 Jennings & Son, Leadenhall st 


GoaTER, coum, Newmarket All Saints, Cambs, Jockey Aug2 AH & A Ruston, New- 
market 


Govutp, Tuomas Henry, Sheffield, Merchant Augi13 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 
GreatTorex, Maroaret Juia, Brompton sq July 31 Armstrong & Lamb, Moorgate st 
Hossox, Braipcet Caro.ixe, Burntstones, Sheffield June 31 Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 
Hockey, Josern, Wednesbury, Poulterer July 10 Rose, Wednesbury 
Hou am Epowarp Rosert, Crondall, co Southampton July 13 Chapman & Chaundler, 
Bigs rgleswade, Beds 
Ke ty, Frepenick, Sydney st, Chelsea, Leather Seller July 26 Stileman & Co, South- 
ampton st, Bloomsbury Bq 
LonGman, Faxny, Worthing July 9 Hill, Queen Victoria st 
McTvor, IsaBevia, Putney, Surrey July 31 Morse, Fenchurch avenue 
Moore, Fraxces, Greetland, Halifax June17 Marshall, Halifax 
Nicnouis, Cuarces Tuomas, Kentish Town rd, Plumber July26 Stileman & Co, South- 
ampton st, Bloomsbury sq 
OAKL aes Tom AtLex, Wareham, Dorset, Corn Merchant Aug 16 
am 
Patmer, AxpREW Moore, High rd, Leytonstone, Horse Dealer 


Filliter & Son, Ware- 

June 25 Moore, High mi, 

Patient, Cuarves, Ipswich, Valet July 4 Kersey, Ipswich 

Perv, Mary, Prendergast, Pembs July 31 Eaton Evans & Williams, Haverfordwest 

Pansge, Tenasoy, Colverston crsnt, Dalston, Gent June 30 Romain, Bishopsgate st 
ithou' 

Rawxva.t, Axn Emma, Regent’s ey Gray’sinnrd July 25 Woodbridge & Sons, Serjeants’ 


inn, Fleet st, and Brentfor< 
Roytez, Marcarer, Southport June24 Buck & Co, Southport 


Sauirnerr, Evyice, Margate July 4 Foord-Kelcey, Margate 


| Wappixaron, Axyr, Feniscowles, nr Blackburn July? Marriott, Blackburn 


Wurrr, Lavra Mary, Westgate on Sea, Kent July 20 Browne, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Worma.p, Exiza, Bury 8t Edmunds, Baker August 1 Woolnough & Co, Bury St Ed- 
munds 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipary, June 17. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Betramy, Wittiam, New Clee, Lincs, Grocer Wakefield 


Buckineunam, Ext, patipedt, 
wall, Smith East 
June 15 

Bususe ti, Ropert, 





‘et June 15 Ord June 15 ley, 
Bexcer, Faaxcesco Lovis, North Evington, Leica 2 Ord June 13 
Manufacturer Leicest Pet June 14 Ord | Cor LES, 


June 14 


Bazwsrer, Joszrn Hexnr, Winchester, Baker Winchester | 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Beornrznoov, Row taxp, Victoria st, 
Engineer High Court 


Civil | 


Westminster, 
Pet Mar® Ord June 15 14 Ord June 14 


tonehouse 


Cuming st, Pepieeriie, Corn Dealer 
High Court Pet June13 Ord June 13 

Crarnam, Josern, and Wivtiam Sucpen Ciarnan, Keigt- | 

Yorks, late Worsted Spinners Bradford Pet J 


Water Poor, Lower ppusingten lane, Baker | 

High Court Pet June13 Ord June 

CoLtizowoop, Fearuunstoxe, ss Durham, Farmer | Git, Grorar ~_. HEN, Sheffield, Coal Merchant Sheffield 
Durham ‘Pet June13 Ord June Pet May 31 Ord J 

Coxxock, James, Eastyille, Glos, Builder Bristol Pet June 





Northill, Launceston, Corn- | Courrzxay, Hucu Macnier, Dover, Tea Dealer Canter- 
Pet June 15 Ord bury Pet June15 Ord June 15 
Coarse, Hiproryre, ation of, Went Norwood High Court 
Pet J une 2 Ord June 
| Curtis, Joun, Union ct, + Old: ee st, Solicitor High Court 
Pet Apr 20 Ord June 1 
une | Day, Witu1am, Luton, Beds, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet June15 Ord June 15 
FLemixa, Resear, Liverpool, soteed Civil Engineer Liver- 
pool Pet May 28 rd June 15 


une 16 
Goovuirre oo Fotbestene, Pharmaceutical Chemist 
Canterbury Pet June 138 Ord June 1/ 
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Guy, Witu1AM Tuomas, Gt Grimsby, Fish Salesman Gt 
Grimsby Pet Junei14 Ord June 15 

Hanvine, ALFRFD, late of Rusper, Sussex, Grocer Brighton 
Pet June9 Ord June 13 

HueHes, Hvuen, Cardiff, Innkeeper’s Manager Cardiff 
Pet May 23 Ord June 11 

Jackson, ARTHUR, Drakefell rd, Nunhead, Professor of 

usic High Court Pet June13 Ord June 13 
Jacxsox, JOHN, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet June 2 Ord 


e 
Lawes, Isaac, Marshfield, Glos, Grocer Bath Pet June | 


13 Ord June 13 

Iuscous, ALBERT Freperick, Lower Marsh, Lambeth, 
Cheesemonger High Court Pet June 14 Ord 
June 15 . es 

Manstox, Frank, Leeswood Vale Oil Works, nr Mold, 
Flints, Oil and Grease Mauufacturer Chester Pet 
May 23 Ord June 13 

Martix, James, Westbourne sq, of no occupation Hizh 
Court Pet May 5 Ord June 15 

Nicnoiis, Anrnur Henry, Wilberforce rd, Finsbury park, 
Traveller High Court Pet Junei4 Ord June i4 

Nowett, Natnaniet, Blackburn, Builder Blackburn 
Pet May 28 Ord June 15 

O’Briex, Bernarp, Leeds, Grocer 
Ord June 13 


Leeds Pet June 13 


Pascox, Wittiam Jouy, Camborne, Cornwall, Baker 
Truro Pet June13 Ord June 13 
PerriatT, Groner, Horley, Surrey, Oilman Croydon Pet 


June 10 Ord June 10 

Row.ey, James, Ifeath Hayes, Staffs, 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Savrer, Tuomas Lancrorp, Maindee, Newport, Mon, late 
Bank Cashier Newport, Mon Pet June14 Ord June 
14 

ScuorieLp, Frev, Ripponden, nr Halifax, Outfitter 
fax Pet Junel4 Ord June 14 

Smera, Tuomas Cuarues, Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper 
Sheffield Pet May 14 Ord June 15 


Butcher Walsall 


Hali- 


Surrn, Henry Kare, Lewes, Sussex, Tailor Lewes Pet 
June 13 Ord June 13 

Srpy, Freverick Epwiy, Bridport, Dorset, Grocer Dovr- 
chester Pet Junel5 Ord June 15 

Taousox, Wittiam Lams, Yeovil, Seedsman Yeovil Tet 


June l4 Ord June 14 

Trevaskis, James, Tulcarne, Madron, Cornwall, Licensed 
Victualler Truro Pet Junel3 Ord June 13 

Wixcur, Tuomas Tuomrsox, Ketton, Rutland, late Livery 
Stable Keeper Peterborough Pet June 15 Ord June 
oO 

Wise, Barnet, and Davip Wise, Leeds, Leather Mer- 

chants Leeds Pet Junel4 Ord June It 


The following amended notice is substitute] fur that 
published in the London Gazette, May : 
Burxet, James, Upper Norwood, Surrey, 
Agent Croydon Pet Mar 23 Ord April 25 
The following amended notice is substitute] for that 
published in the Loudon Gazette, May 31: 
Roverts, Davip and Owen Rosexrs, Ruthin, Denbigh- 
shire, Timber Merchants Wrexham Pet May2t urd 


May 24 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Anperson, Curisroruer, Leeds, Barrister at Law 
at3 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Beroer, Francesco Louis, North Evington, Leics, Clothing 
Manufacturer June 24 at 3 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, 
Leicester 

Bocock, James, Lavenham, Suffulk, Grocer 
36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Bray, Cuartes Watrer, 
Decorator June 25 at 12.0 
Trvro 

Bury, Wittiam, Brompton, nr Northallerton, late Inn- 
keeper June 27 at 12 Court house, Northallerton 

Busnyei, Rosert, Cumming st, Pentonville, Corn Dever 
June 24at3 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ciinez, Aanoy, Cardiff, Furniture Dealer June 23 at 12 
Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Cottey, WatteR Poor, Lower Kennington lan>, Baker 
June 28 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Coxsock, James, Eastville, Glos, Builder June 29 at 1 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Corrre.t, Georer, Sotwell, nr Wallingford, Berks, Builder 
June 24 at 3.30 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Covrtyey, Grorer Henry Wii11am, The Grove, Stratford, 
Dining Rooms Keeper June 24 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Crerin, Hiprotyre, Station rd, West Norwood 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Deay, Frevenick Wiiiiam, High st, Peckham, Draper's 
Manager June 2iat1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Deyonaz, Jean Barrisre, Archdale rd, Kast Dulwich, 
Process Server June 24 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Donon, ALEXANDER, Gunter grove, Chelsea, Builder June 
2tat12 Brnkruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Drarer, Henry Porrer, 38, Parker's row, Bermondsey, 
Cheesemonger June 24 at 11 Bankruptcy blugs, 

_ Carey st 

Goopiirre, Groraxr, Folkestone, Pharmaceutical Chemist 
June 25at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Huts, Maurice, Tilstone Fearnall, Cheshire, Farmer 
June 27 at 11 Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Jounsox, Epwarp Norman, Hungerton, Leics, Grazier 
June 24 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicvster 

Joxgs, Cuartes, Welshpool, Montgomery, Solicitor June 
29 at 11.30 26, Severn st, Welshpool 

Joxgs, Tuomas Wititamson, Chester, Stationer 
at 2.30 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

Lawes, Issac, Marshfield, Glos, Grocer Junc 29 at 12.30 
Otf Rec, Bank chmbis, Corn st, Bristol 

Lawrence, Heyry, Shenfield, nr Brentwood, Essex, 
Veterinary Surgeon June 24at3 Off Reo, 95, Temple 
chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Nianrinoae, James, Kingston on Thames, Brewer June 

, 24 at 11.80 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

Norais, Epwiy, Little Dewchurch, Herefordshire, Builder 

: June 24at 10 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Poyter, Epw Anp, Swansea, Crane Driver 
10.30 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 





-clesiastical 


June 24 


June 25 at 12 


Cornwall, House 
Rec, Boscawen st, 


Redruth, 
Off 


June 28 at 


June 29 


June 24 at 











Reve ey, Jonny Tuomas, Sherburn, Yorks, Miller June 24 
at1l Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 

Row anpb, Witu1aMm, Uttoxeter, Staffs, Baker June 24 at 
2.30 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 

ScsorreLp, Frep, Ripponden, nr Halifax, Outfitter 
25 at11 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Sims, Ricmarp, Lansdown, Stroud, Glos, Stock Broker 
June 25at 4 Imperial Hotel, Stroud 

Sarrn, Jemma, Birmingham, Beerhouse Keeper 
at1l 25, Colmére row, Birmingham 

Srappox, Bensamiy, Kingswood, Glos, Boot Manufacturer 
June 29 at 12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Sreet, Bensamix, Gosford, Kidlington, Oxon, Farmer 
June 25at 330 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Srupss, Tuomas, Willington rd, Stockwell, Builder 
24 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Trevaskis, James, Tolearne, Madron, Cornwall, Licensed 
Victualler June 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 
Truro 

Watt, Epwiy, Little Hinton, Wilts, Farmer June 23 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 32, High st, Swindon 

Wartixe, Tom, Warwick, Brush Manufacturer June 27 at 
1t Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 

lished in the London Gazette, June 14 :— 

Broox, Artuur ALEXANDER, Cyrus Barker Brook, and 
Epcar Detonton Broox. Bradford Stuff Manufac- 
turers June 27 at3 Of Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Anperson, Curistorner, Leeds, Barrister at law Leeds 
Pet May 3 Ord June 13 
Betitamy, Wiiiiam, New Clee, Lincs, Grocer Wakefield 
Pet June 14 Ord June 15 
Beroer, Francesco Louis, North Evington, Leics, Clothing 
Manufacturer Leicester Pet June14 Ord June 14 
Booru, Grorcr Henry, Moorgate st, Solicitor High Court 
Pet Mari17 Ord June 14 
Buckixeuam, Ext, Bathpool, Northill, Launceston, Corn- 
wall, Smith East Stonehouse Pet June 15 Ord 
June 15 
Cotten, Water Posie, Lower Kennington lane, Baker 
High Court Pet June13 Ord June 13 
CoLitincwoop, Fzaturrstone, Wooley, co 
Farmer Durham Pet June13 Ord June 13 
Comer, Frank, Hereford sq. South Kensington, Dentist 
High Court Pet Junes Ord June 14 
Conrnock, James, Eastville, Glos, Buiider Bristol Pet 
Junel4 Ord June 14 
Corrre.t, Georae, Sotwell. nr Wallingford, Berks, Builder 
Oxford Pet May 23 Ord June 13 
Courtenay. Huan Macnier, Dover, Tea Dealer 
bury Pet June15 Ord June 15 
Dee vey, Josern Attwood, Stourbridge, Wores, Innkeeper 
Stourbridge Pet June 8 Ord June 10 
Desoner, JEAN Baptiste, Archdale rd, East Dulwich, 
Process Server High Court Pet May il Ord June 15 
GamuipGe, ALbert Epwanp, Leicester, Chemist Leicester 
Pet May 26 Ord June 13 
Guy, Wittiam Tuomas, Gt Grimsby, Fish Salesman 
Grimsby Pet June14 Ord June 15 
Hepr. Isrart, Barry Dock, nr Cardiff, Glass Dealer 
diff Pet April22 Ord June 15 
Jeynnines, Ortver, Charlwood, Surrey, Miller 
Pet April 9 Ord June 7 
Lawes, Isaac, Marshfield, Glos, Grocer Bath 
13 Ord June 13 
Nicuotits, Artnur Henry, Wilberforce rd, Finsbury pk, 
Traveller High Court Pet June it Ord June 14 
Nortu, Joux, Dartford, Kent, Draper Rochester Pet 
May 27 Ord June 13 
O’Briex, Berxarp, Leeds, Grocer 
Ord June 13 
Ossorve, Harry Joux, Ext Grinstead, Sussex, Contractor 
Aberdare Pet May 21 Ord June 15 
Pascor, Witti1am Joux, Camborne, Cornwall, Baker Truro 
Pet June 13 Ord June 13 
ticnarpson, Rev Atrrep frencer, Knockholt, Kent, 
Bishop of the Reformed Episcopal Church High Court 
Pet Feb 10 Ord June 15 
Row ey, James, Heath Hayes, Staffs, Butcher Walsall 
Pet June 1t Ord June 14 
Satrer, Taomas Laxarorp, Maindee, Newport, Mon, late 
Bank Cashier Newport,Mon PetJunel4 Ord June 14 
Saur, Freperick Grorar, Leicester, Commercial Traveller 
Leicester Pet June9 Ord June 14 
Scnorie.p, Frep, Ripponden, nr Halifax, Outtitter Hali- 
fax Pet Juneli Ord June 14 


June 


June 23 


June 


Durham, 


Canter- 






Gt 
Car- 
Croydon 


Pet June 


Ieeds Pet June 13 


Srreckiy, Cuarces Pratt, Manchester, Traveller Man- 
chester Pet May5 Ord June 14 

Seurres, Harry, Biggleswade, Beds, Slaughterman Bed- 
ford Pet May 10 Ord June 13 

Sreet, WBessawiy, Gosford, Kidlington, Oxon, Farmer 
Oxford Pet May 7 Ord June 14 

Sriny, Freperick Evwiy, Bridport, Dorset, Grocer 
Dorchester Pet June13 Ord June 15 


Trevaskis, James, Tolearnc, Madron, Cornwall, Licensed 
Victualler Truro Pet June13 Ord June 18 


| Wurxevr, Thomas Toomrsoy, Ketton, Rutland, late Livery 


| 





Stable Keeper Peterborough Pet June 15 Ord June 
15 

Witutams, ALexanper Kinxrareicx, Tomlinscot, Frimley, 
Surrey, Farmer Guildfordand Godalming Pet May 4 
Ord June li 

Wve, Barnet, and Davip Wixz, Leeds, Leather Merchants 
Leeds Pet June li Ord June 14 

Woopnovuse, Arrnun Lerawroxy Atprrsoy, Philpot lane 
High Court Pet May 2t Ord June li 

Zimmerman, Witutam, late of Manchester, 
Manchester Pet May 20 Ord June 15 

The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 

lished in the London Gazette, May 31: 

Ronerts, Davin, and Owen Ropers, Ruthin, Denbigh- 
shire, Timber Merchants Wrexham Pet May2i Ord 
May 24 


Jeweller 


London Gazette—Tourspay, June 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 
Ackroyp, Joun, the younger, West Hartlepool, Rivetter 
Sunderland Pet June 15 Ord June 15 








| The 


Barnes, Wituiam, Hartfield, Sussex, Farmer Tunbridge 


Wells Pet June 16 Ord June 16 
Bosuer, Cuartes Witiiam, Lavender 8 , Battersea 
rise, Grocer Wandsworth Pet May 30 Ord June 16 


Bowen, Joun Tuomas, Greenwich, Engineer Rochester 
Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

Baewster, Paarour Cuavoerroy, Sidcup, Kent, late 
Soeeerion Agent Rochester Pet June 17 Ord 
June 17 

Carrer, Ropert Harowp, Folkestone, Fisherman Canter- 
bury Pet Junei6é Ord June 16 

Cottrer, Jony Cuartes, Shifnal, Salop, Coachbuilder 
Madeley Pet June1S8 Ord June 18 

Coote, Atrrep Samvet, Ashiagton, Miller 
Brighton Pet June17 Ord June 17 

Curzox, Ricuarp, Winsford, Cheshire, Labourer Nantwich 
and Crewe Pet Jun>14 Ord June 14 

Davies, Epwarp, Wrexham, Confectioner Wrexham Pet 
June 16 Ord June 16 

Davies, Frepericx, Llanfairtalhaiarn, Denbighshire, 
Postmaster Bangor Pet June18 Ord June 18 

Dieotxs, Groree, Roman rd, North Bow, Brush Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Jane17 Ord Juae 17 

Etuiot, Wituiam, Woodchester, Glos, Woollen Merchant 
Gloucester Pet June18 Ord June 18 

Fixtey, Jane Exctzasernu, Petersfield, Teacher of Music 
Portsmouth Pet June17 Ord June 17 

Forp, Ricaarp Caryey, and Georce Lewis, Lambeth rd, 
and Royal st, Lambeth, Comedians High Court Pet 
June 15 Ord June 16 

Grover, Hexery, Mare st, Hackney, Grocer High Court 
Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

Gopparo, James Atrrep, Hyde, Cheshire, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Ashton under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet June 
7 Ord June 16 

Hamerivee, Coartes Hewyry, Yeovil, Grocer Yeovil Pet 
May 30 Ord June 15 

Hitt, Emma, New Inn yd, Shoreditch, Draper High Court 
Pet June3 Ord June 17 

Hust, Avspert Witttam, Rawtenstall, Lincs, Grocer 
Blackburn Pet Apr 20 Ord June 17 

Jouxsox, Wittiam Normay, Hungerton, Leics, Clerk 
Leicester Pet June17 Ord June 17 

Kino. Georas, Moody st, Mile End, Licensed Compounder 
of Spirits High Court Pet June 15 Ord June 17 

Luoyp, Artuur, Dafforne rd, Upper Tooting, Comedian 
Wandsworth Pet Junei6é Ord June 16 

May, Grorce Henry, Berwick, Henbury, Glos, Butcher 
Bristol Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

Mettor, Joun Wituiam, Portwood, Stockpo't, Journey- 

- man Joiner Stockport Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Mosns, Jonny, Hinton in the Hedges, Northamptonshire, 
Blacksmith Banbury Pet Junel6é Ord Juneié 

Moopoy, Jouxn Matruew, Crewe, Watchmaker’s Assistant 
Nantwich and Crewe Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

O'Rertty, Watrer Partie, Edgware rd, Manufacturing 
Electrician High Court Pet June 18 Ord June 18 


Sussex, 


Ormerop, Joun Ricmarv, Leeds, Innkeeper Leeds Pet 
June4 Ord June 17 
Qvenex, Atrnoxse, Waterloo, nr Liverpool, Tailor 


Liverpool Pet June16é Ord June 16 

Peacey, Francis Cuarzes, Cheltenham, Blacksmith Chel- 
tenham Pet Junei7 Ord June 17 

Percy, Hexey Wituram, Stainton, Westmrid, Matting 
Manufacturer Kendal Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

Rers, Davip, Merthyr Dovan, nr Cardiff, Farmer Cardiff 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Roserrsox, Wittiam Macvownarp, Shipka rd, Balham 
Wandsworth Pet May 18 Ord June 16 

Rostxysoxy, Wittiam, Caversham, Oxon, retirel Brewer 
Reading Pet May 30 Ord June 17 

Rovtstox, Joux, Laussene rd, Hornsey, Tailor’s Salesman 
High Court Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Rowr, Atsert Epwaro, Devonport, Licensed Victualler 
East Stonehouse Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Sanpers, Witiiam, Chesterfield, Fruit Merchant Chester- 
field Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Saxperounp, D, Phipp st, Gt Eastern st, Cabinet Maker 
High Court Pet May 16 Ord June 16 

Scace, Mary, Steyning, Sussex, Spinster Brighton Ord 
June 17 

Scarre, Srerney (jun), Boxford, Suffolk, Mller 
Pet June7 Ord June 15 

Snort, Tnomas, Whitby, late Coffee Palace Proprietor 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet June 15 
Ord June 15 

Suorrreep, Rosgert Wiiiiam, Seaman's istry, Customs 
House, Lower Thames st, Clerk High Court Pet May 
26 Ord June 16 

Saurru, Joux Warsox, Peterborough, Carpenter Peter- 
borough Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Srersey, A St Georce Hexnert, Quarndon, Derby, Gent 
Derby Pet Junel Ord June 16 

Srocxer, Cuarces, Birmiogham, Printer Birmingham 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Tasso, Brornens, & Co, Manchester, Merchants Manches- 
ter Pet Feb29 Ord June 16 

Taomas, Josuva Jaues, Rhymney, Mon, Chemist Trede- 
gar Pet June16 Ord June 16 

Warxer, Witit1am, Smethwick, Staffs, Grocer West Brom- 
wich Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

Watusayk, Evwarp, Leicester, Baker Pet 
June 15 Ord June 15 


Ipswich 


Leicester 


| Wenn, Witutam Tuomas, Coventry, Watch Case Springer 


Coventry Pet June 16 Ord June 16 


; Wrrenrt, Bowrs James, Listria pk, Stoke Newington, Clerk 


ina Bank High Court Pet June1S Ord June 1s 
Wryurs, Auexayper Heway, oo pl, Sloane st, Gent 
High Court Pet May 17 Ord June 16 
Yeanoys, Joseru, Ilfracombe, Architect Barnstaple Pet 
June7 Ord June 17 
The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of the 16th of Feb, for 
the amended notice published on 


March 15 :— 
| Drake, Arrave at fs Campbell ni, Twickenham, 


Builder Brentford Dec 3 Ord Feb 9 

following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London G 24 :— 

Barsanv, Morais, Nelson, Watchmaker and Jewel- 

ler Burnley Pet May 21 Onl May 21 
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Be.iauy, Witi1am, New Clee, Lines, Grocer June 28 at 
11 Off Rec, Bond ter, Wakefield 
Bower, Jonny Tomas, Greenwich, Engineer July 4 at 12 
Off Rec, Rochester 
Brewsrer, Josern Henry, Winchester, Baker July 1at12 
Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 
Brewster, Prarour Cuaverton, Sidcup, Kent, late Com- 
mission Agent July 4 at 11.30 Off Rec, Rochester 
Buurcrosay, ANNAKER Bituiscuam, Hither Green lane, 
wisham, no occupation June 29 at 12.30 24, Rail- 
way app, London Bridge 
Burxett, Tuomas, Spennymoor, co Durham, Hatter June 
29 at 3 Off Rec, Ogden's chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 
chester 
Dix, James, Reading, Grocer 
otel, Reading 
Ertoy, Apam, Whitford, Flints, Gent June 30 at 2.30 
Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
Frsiey, Jane Exizanetu, Petersfield, Teacher of Music 
June 29 at 3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High 
st, Portsmouth 
Hamenivce, Cuartes Henry, Yeovil, Grocer June 29 at 
1230 Off Rec, Salisbury 
Heatey, T. J., Bootle, Coal Dealer Off 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Heaty, Avausting, Waterloo rd, Musical Agent June 28 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Hvoues, H. R., Long lane, Alderegate st 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
JACKSON, Artiur, Drakefell rd, Nunhead, Professor of 
Music_ June 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Jackson, Joun, Leeds, Grocer June 29 at 11 Off Rec, 22, 
rk row, Leeds 
Jounsox, Witttam Nonmay, Hungerton, Leics, Clerk 
June 30 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 
Larak, Lestiz, Amersham rd, New Cross, retired Ware- 
houseman June 29 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, 
London Bridge 
Lixcotn, Apert Freprericx, Lower Marsh, Lambeth, 
eesemonger June 28 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 
McEvox, Huan, Liverpool, Printer June 30 at3 Off Ree, 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
McGiny, Jonny, Preston, Innkeeper July 15 at 3 
14, Chapel st, Preston 
Mosss, CuristorHer, North Ormesby, Middlesborough, 
Architect June 29 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 
borough 
Nicnoiis, Aztuur Henry, Wilberforce rd, Finsbury pk, 
Traveller June 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st ; 
Nuyns, SamveEt, Birkenshaw, Yorks, Engineer June 29 at 
3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Pascor, Witt1am Jonx, Camborne, Cornwall, Baker June 
28 at 11.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Roper, Arruur, Rawmarsh, Yorks, Grocer 
Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
Satter, Tuomas Lancrorp, Maindee, Newport, Mon, late 
Bank Cashier June 28 at12 Off Rec, Gloucester bank 
chmbrs, Newport, Mon 
Scarrs, Steruen (jun), Boxford, Suffolk, Miller June 28 
at3 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
Ssru, Joun Watson, Peterborough, Carpenter July 1 at 
1 w Courts, New rd, Peterborough 
Sripy, Freperick Epwrn, Bridport, Dorset, Grocer 
29 at 1_ Off Rec, Salisbury 
Tuomson, Witt1am Lams, Yeovil, Seedsman June 29 at 
3.15 Off Rec, Salisbury 
Toomer, Rosert, Reading, Coal Merchant June 28 at 2 
Assize Courts, Reading 
Wattpayk, Evwarp, Leicester, Baker June 28 at 12.30 
, 84, Friar lane, Leicester 
Warp, Jony, late of Cogan, nr Cardiff, Grocer June 28 at 
12 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Wess, Witi1am Txomas, Coventry, Watchcase Springer 
June 30 at 12 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Wurixcur, Tuomas Txompsoy, Ketton, Rutland, late 
Livery Stable Keeper July 1 at 11.45 Law Courts, 
New rd, Peterborough 
Witiiams, James, Weston super Mare, Wheelwright 
June 30 at 11 Bristol Arms Hotel, Bridgwater 
Wittiams, Wixuan, Neath, Glam, China Dealer July 1 
at11 Anderton’s Hotel, Fleet st ‘ 
Woop, Rosent, Liverpool, Publican July 7 at3 Off Rec, 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Woopnovsr, Artuurn Leientoyx Axpersoy, Philpot lane 
June 29 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Yarrow, James, North Shields, Builder June 29 at 12 
Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 


June 28 at 12 Queen’s 


June 30 at 2.30 


July 1 at 2.30 


Of Rec, 


July 1 at 12 


June 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALEXANDER, Mary Hart, Torquay, no occupation Exeter | 


Apr 23 Ord June 17 
Auten, Grorce, Wellingborough, Shoe Manufacturer 
Northampton Pet May16 Ord June 15 


Bayxs, James Oxtpuam, Aldershot, Building Materials | 


Merchant Pet 
Ord June 16 wading 
Bower, Jonny Tuomas, Greenwich, Engineer 
Pet June 17 Ord June 17 
Brewster, Puarovur Cuaverton, Sidcup, Kent, late Com- 
mission Agent Rochester Pet June16 Ord June 17 


Guildford and Godalming 


Rochester 


Congas, Rosert Haron, Folkestone, Fisherman Canter- | 


Pet June 14 Ord June 16 


Courtney, Grorcr Henry Wii114, The Grove, Stratford, | 


ining Rooms Keeper High Court Pet Juneii Ord 
June 18 


Curzon, Ricnarp, Winsford, Cheshire, Labourer Nant- | 
wich and 


Crewe Pet June14 Ord June 14 
Davies, Freperick, Llanfairtalhaiarn, Denbighshire, Post- 
Bangor Pet Jnnei7 Ord Juneis 


Dicerxs, Cae G Roman rd, North Bow, Brush Manufac- | 


Court Pet June17 Ord June 18 
Exuior, Witi1am, Woodchester, Glos, Woollen Merchant 
Gloucester Pet June18 Ord June 18 
Fintzy, Janz Exizasetu, Petersfield, Teacher of Music 
Pet June 17 Ord June 17 
Forp, Ricuarp Carvey, and Grorce Lewis, Lambeth rd 


and Royal st, Lambeth, Comedians High Court Pet 
June 15 Ord June 18 ‘ 

Gopparp, James ALFRED, Hyde, Cheshire, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Ashton under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet 
June7 Ord June 16 

Harpinc, ALFrep, late of Rusper, Sussex, Grocer Brighton 
Pet JuneS Ord June 18 

Heatry, T J, Bootle, Coal Dealer 
Ord June 18 

Jackson, Artsur, Drakefell rd, Nunhead, Professor of 
Music High Court Pet June13 Ord June 16 

Jackson, Jonn, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet June 2 
June 16 

Jonson, Wittram Norman, Hungerton, 
Leicester Pet June17 Ord June 17 

Lixcoty, Aubert Freprricx, Lower Marsh, Lambeth, 
Cheesemonger High Court Pet June14 Ord June 18 

Luioyp, Arruur, Upper Tooting, Surrey, Comedian Wands- 
worth PetJune15 Ord June 16 

Marstoy, Frank, Leeswood Vale Oil Works, nr Mold, 
Flints, Oil Manufacturer Chester Pet May 26 Ord 
June 16 

May. Georcr Henry, Berwick Hembury, Glos, Butcher 
Bristol Pet June17 Ord June 17 

MEeEt1or, Jonyx Wii114M, Portwood, Stockport, Journeyman 
Joiner Stockport Pet June16 Ord June 16 

Moopy, Joun Marruew, :Crewe, Watchmaker’s Assistant 
Crewe Pet June16 Ord June 18 “ 

Moses, Curistoruer, North Ormesby, Middlesborough, 
Architect Middlesborough Pet May 21 Ord June 17 

Peacry, Francis Cuares, Cheltenham, Blacksmith Chel- 
tenham Pet June17 Ord June 17 

Peprratt, GzorGe, Horley, Surrey, Oilman Croydon Pet 
June10 Ord June 16 

Percy, Hexry Wiiuram, Stainton, Westmrid, Matting 
Manufacturer Kendal Pet June17 Ord Junel7 

Ress, Davip, Merthyr Dovan, nr Cardiff, Farmer Cardiff 
Pet June18 Ord June 18 : 

Rowe, Atsert Epwarp, Devonport, Licensed Victualler 
East Stonehouse Pet June16 Ord June 16 

Row anpD, WILLIAM, Uttoxeter, Staffs, Baker Burton-on- 
Trent Pet Juneil Ord June 17 

SanpeGrounp, Davip, Phipp st, Gt Eastern st, Cabinet 
Maker High Court Pet May16 Ord Junel8 _ 

Suort, Tuomas, Whitby, late Coffee Palace Proprietor 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet June 15 
Ord June 15 

Situ, Joun Watson, Peterborough, Carpenter 
borough Pet June16 Ord June 16 

Soromoy, Joun Lovis, Harrowrd High Court Pet April 
13 Ord June 16 

Tuomas, Josnua James, Rhymney, Mun, Chemist Trede- 
gar Pet Junelé Ord June 16 

Tuomson, Witt1Am Laws, Yeovil, Seedsman Yeovil 
June 14 Ord June 18 

Toruam, Rospert Epwarp, Manchester, Hat Trimming 
Manufacturer Manchester Pet May 23 Ord June 16 

Waker, WitiiAmM, High st, Smethwick, Grocer West 
Bromwich Pet June15 Ord June 17 

Wattpank, Epwanrp,: Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet 

Cardiff 


Liverpool Pet May 9 


Ord 


Leics, Clerk 


Peter- 


Pet 


June 15 Ord June 15 

Warp, Joun, late of Cogan, nr Cardiff, Grocer 
Pet April 28 Ord June 17 

Wens, Witiiam Tuomas, Coventry, Watch Case Springer 
Coventry Pet June16 Ord June 17 

| Wizxrns, Witt1aM, Pinner rd, Harrow, late Baker High 

| Court Pet May 21 Ord June 17 

| Wittrams, Levi Artuur, Langley, nr Oldbury, Worcs, 
Builder Dudley Pet May 20 Ord June 2 

Woop, Rosert, Liverpool, Publican Liverpool Pet May 
17 Ord June 17 

Wricnut, Epwin James, Listria park, Stoke Newington, 
Clerk in a Bank High Court Pet June 18 Ord 
June 18 


ished in the London Gazette, Feb. 1 


Drake, Artuur Epwarp, Campbell rd, Twickenham, 
Builder Brentford Pet Dec3 Ord Feb 15 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, May 27 :— 


Barnarp, Moraes, Nelson, Lancs, Watchmaker Burnley 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Pricer, Joun Coxitepor, Rugby, Licensed Victualler 
Coventry Adjud April5 Annul June 14 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
] 9:— 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


June 24.—Messrs. Futter, Horsey, Sons, & Casse.t, at 
the Mart, E.C., at 1 o’clock, Leasehold Residence (see 
advertisement, June 18, p. 583). 


June 27.—Messrs. Baker & Sons, in a ee on the 
Estate, at 2 for 2.30 o’clock, Plots of Freehold Building 
Land (see advertisement, May 28, p. 5). 


| June 27.—Messrs. Hasitam & Son, at the Mart, E.C., at 1 
o’clock, Freehold Mansion (see advertisement, this week, 
p. 6C2). 
| June 28.—Messrs. Wartsox, Lyatt, & Co., at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’elock (unless previously disposed of), Sport- 
ing and Agricultural Estates (see advertisement, June 18, 
p. 565). 
June 28.—T. G. Wiarton, Esq., at the Mart, E.C., at 1 
o’clock, Freehold Ground-Rents (see advertisement, 
June 18, p. 583). 


Mart, E.C., at 1 for 2 o’clock, Freehold Estate and Free- 
hold Building Land (see advertisement, May 28, p. 1). 
June 30.—Messrs. Brapet &°Co., at the Mart, E.C., at 2 


o’clock, Freehold Residential Estate (see advertisement, | 
| 


June 18, p. 584). 


June 30.—Messrs. Hernina, Son, & Daw, at the Mart, E.C., 
| at2o’clock, Contingent Reversion and Leasehold Resi- 
dences (see advertisement, June 4, p. 4). 





| tages. 


READING. 5 
Freehold, with possession.—Amersham Hall School, @ 
sham-on-Thames.—A remarkably well-built, og 
ently-arranged, and very commodious modern Mam 
of pleasing appearance, containing four hag 
reception rooms, five large and lofty class rooms,g 
dining hall, 32 well-proportioned bed rooms, kit 
and ample offices, occupying a magnificent position 
high ground above the village of Caversham, half 
from the River Thames and 1} mile from the ¢ 
town and stations of Reading on the Great Wi 
South-Eastern, and South-Western Railways, 45 mi 
from Paddington; stabling (four loose boxes), 
house, farm buildings, capital swimming bath, cot# 
gardens, charming grounds, ornamentally timbered 
lands, tennis lawns, cricket and football groun 
plantation, and picturesque lodge with a southern 
a remarkably healthy soil and subsoil, and an area 


acres. 
N ESSRS. HASLAM & SON will SE 
Bp’ AUCTION, at The MART, Tokenhousey 
London, on MONDAY, JUNE the 27th, at ONE o@ 
punctually, in One or Three Lots, unless previously digg 
of privately, the remarkably well-built, admirably-pig 
convenientiy-arranged, and very commodious modern Mf 
SION, buildings, gardens, and park lands, kno 
Amersham Hall, Caversham-on-Thames, near Rea 
very many years most successfully occupied as a h 
boys’ school, for which purpose, or for a ladies’ col] 
convalescent home, or a public institution it is admij 
suited, and it could readily be adapted for a sp 
private residence. ’ 
Particulars, views, plans, and conditions of sale m 
obtained at the Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, Lo 
E.C.; of Messrs. Waterhouse, Winterbotham, & Ha 
Solicitors, 1, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, London, W.G,3 
of Messrs. Haslam & Son, Auctioneers and Surveys 
Friar-street-chambers, Reading. 


CITY of LONDON. ; 
Sound Investment in a Corporation Lease, producing 


per annum. 

\ ESSRS. FULLER, HORSEY, SONS, 

CASSELL will SELL by AUCTION, at the MA 
L.C., on FRIDAY, JULY 22nd, at TWO precisely, 
previously disposed of by private contract, LEASEHOE 
PROPERTY, No. 6, Vine-street, John-street, Minoi 
having a frontage thereto of 18ft. Gin. by a depth of @ 
and occupying a ground area of 1,100 square feet. J 
premises comprise a warehouse of three floors, communis 
ing with a warehouse of two floorsin the rear. Leton le 


} at £56 per annum, and held in perpetuity subject to 


ground-rent of £3 1s. 2d. per annum, and a renewal ff 

every 14 years of £21 8s. 2d. 

May be viewed by mmission of the tenant, 
particulars had one week prior to sale, of Alfred 
Solicitor, Norwich; Messrs. Wheatly, Son, & Dania 
Solicitors, 7, New-inn, Strand, W.C.; at the Mart; and 
the Auctioneers, 11, Billiter-square, B.C. 

Postponement of Sale until July 4.—The Absolute Reve 
sion to a sum of £2,100 (part of a sum of £3,900) seeu 
upon mortgage and payable on the decease of a lady 
gentleman, aged respectively 64 and 67; also Poliey 
Insurance for £2,000 on a life aged 67, with bon 
amounting to £1,229 13s.4d. The Contingent Reversis 
to Trust Funds, amounting to £1,747, now awaiting # 
vestment, to a life interest in £1,400, also awaiting invest 
ment, and to freehold and copyhold property in Kensings 
ton and Suffolk, contingent on the reversioner, aged 4] 
surviving his wife, aged 69 or thereabouts, also Policy 
Insurance for £800 with profits on life aged 47. r 

N ESSRS. HUMBERT, SON, & FLI 

Bi are instructed to SELL by AUCTION, at 

MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on MONDAY, JULY@ 

instead of TUESDAY, JUNE 21, as previously arranged 

at TWO o’clock precisely, the above REVERSIONARE 

INTERESTS. 

Full particulars of Messrs. Roopers & Whately, 
Solicitors, 17, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C.; at the Marg 
E.C.; and of the Auctioneers, 11, Serle-street, Lincoln’ 
inn, W.C., and Watford, Herts. 

CROYDON and SHIRLEY, SURREY. 
Important Freehold Residential Estate on the lovely an® 
famed Addington Hills, with attractive mansion-hd 
and 205 acres. For many years past in the occupation of 
the late Baron and Baroness Heath. The property pos 
sesses every advantage desirable in a country gentleman 
rural seat, including that of exceptionally good society, 
with the additio and unusual feature of easy acces 
to the City and West-end, near the town of Croydom 
whence London is reached in from 20 to 30 minutes. 
has also extensive frontages, a considerable portion being) 
ripe for building, so that its value is rapidly upon the iis 





crease. 
yy Bsns. CHADWICK are instructed 1 
ri SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, E.C., on TUES= 
DAY, JULY 12th, 1892, at TWO p.m., the valuable a 
important FREEHOLD RESIDENTIAL ESTATE, knowl 
as the Coombe-house eager yd situated on the slop 


nd 


of the famous Addington , and reaching 400ft. in alt 

tude, comprising 205 acres of parg, grass, and arable landy 
and lovely w: ands, commanding delightful views, with ® 
fine Georgian mansion, approached by a winding carriage= 
drive through the grounds, which are attractively laid out) 
in lawns and gardens, and studded with forest timber; the 
house containing 13 rooms, fine drawing and di j 
room, library, billiard room, excellent domestic offices, com= 
servatory, and basement. There is an entrance-lodge,” 


| capital stabling for 10 horses, outbuildings, and laundry; 7 
June 29.—Messrs. Daxiet Sarrn, Sox, & Oakey, at the | 


also a commodious farm-house, suitable for a gentleman” 
with small family, farmstead, outbuildings, and two cot- 
In addition to its attractions as a first-class residem=_ 
tial estate, the property possesses valuable building” 
elements, with frontages amounting to about 9,000ft. 4 

Tilustrated particulars of sale (price 2s.), may be had of © 
Messrs. Wood, Bigg, & Nash, Solicitors, 6, Ra 5 
buildings, Gray’s-inn, W.C.; at the Mart, E.C.; or, of 7 
Messrs. Chadwick, Land Agents and Surveyors, 17, Parlia- 7 
ment-street, 5.W. 































